
THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 13, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS. USAF (RET) 

LEE KLING 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

4. 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 

I am forwarding the attached Western Pennsylvania Coalition material given to the 
Commission during our base visit to Pittsburgh IAP Air Reserve Station, on April 10, 1995. 
Included in the material is a briefing presented by Mr Charles Holsworth. The briefing identifies 
some anomalies in the Air Force COBRA runs for the Reserve category "level playing field." 

In order to assist the Cornrnission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on the data presented in the attachment and, if appropriate, corrected level 
playing field COBRAs. In addition, if there is a need to correct the level play COB& and it 
results in chmges to the Reserve category report, please provide the necessary supporting 
certified data. 

We also request that focused COBRAs for individual closures of Milwaukee, N~agua 
Falls, and Youngstown, be included with your submission. Due to variations between models and 
within models of C-130s in the Air Force Reserve inventory we recommend the Air Force, in 
conjunction with the Air Force Reserve, determine the most realistic and cost effective beddown 
scenarios for these COBRAs. Request the data be provided by April 28, 1995. 

~ranc);s A Cirillo, Jr. PE 
Air Force Team Leader 

Attachments 

DCN 1642





HQ USAFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1670 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

0 3  MAY l g g ~  

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

I Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 13, 1995, which had a briefing attached from the 
Western Pennsylvania Coalition (Commission #9504 13-3, AF # RT405). The briefing slides 
identified some anomalies in the level playing field COBRA runs for the Reserve category. 

The briefing is correct in the fact that the level playing field COBRA runs for Greater- 
Pittsburgh, O'Hare and Niagara Falls used the screen four data from Minneapolis-St Paul. 
Screen four COBRA data has been corrected for Greater-Pittsburgh, O'Hare and Niagara Falls 
and all Reserve level playing field COBRAS were run using COBRA Ver 5.08. The changed 
COBRA runs are at attachment 1. 

The focused COBRA runs conducted during the BRAC process with the correct screen 
four data for Milwaukee, Niagara Falls, Youngstown and O'Hare are located at attachment 2. 
Additionally, we have provided revised focused COBRA runs (Atch 3) for Milwaukee, Niagara 
Falls, Youngstown and O'Hare which avoids unobligated FY 93-FY95 MILCON projects and 
FY96-FY97 programmed MILCON. A revised recommendation COBRA for Pittsburgh ARB 
with similar assumptions will be provided after the site survey information for the Pittsburgh 
recommendation is approved by the Base Clos'ure Executive Group. 

I Sincerely 

/ %lajor General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base ~ea l i~nmen t  and Transition 

Attachment: 
1. Reserve Level Playing Field Runs 
2. Focused COBRA Runs 
3. Revised Focused COBRA Runs 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

April 11, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

Please provide Commission stafwith an air quality analysis of the scenarios related to the 
COBRA runs identified below. The analysis should identlfL the gaining base, BCEG action, air 
conformity analysis required, projected emissions above 1990 baseline, and status. 

DoD BRAC recommendation consistent with COBRA "TRC-02 15 .OUT' 

Closure of McClellan AFB consistent with COBRA "MCC-0119.CBR" 

Closure of McClellan AFB consistent with COBRA "MCC-0 120.CBR" 

Closure of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA "KE 1-0 1 19.CBR" 

Closute of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA "KE 1-0 12O.CBR" 

The analysis requested was discussed with Lt. Col. Brian Echols and Capt. John Roop at a 
meeting with Commission staff on April 7, 1995. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
submitting this analysis no later than April 24, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A I R  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Per your 11 April letter, attached is the air quality analysis pertaining to several 
COBRA run scenarios. Please note that the "Emissions Above 1990 Baseline" column 
reflects emissions in tons per year and CO is carbon monoxide, NO, is nitrous oxides, and 
VOC stands for volatile organic compounds. 

Should you have any questions, please contact Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578. 

Special Assistant to the CSAF for 
€=e Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
kF/CEV responsc with 6 attachments 
P!~3g r 



D E P A R T M E N T  OF THE A I R  F O R C E  
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR AFIRTR 

FROM: AFICEV 

SUBJECT: Request for Information to  Support the Base Closure Process (Your Memo, 
2 0  Apr 95) 

Our detailed, case-by-case, air quality analysis for the five Cost Of Base Realignment 
Activity (COBRA) scenarios requested b y  the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission is attached. 

Our preliminary conformity analysis reviewed each of the individual realignment activities 
associated wi th  a requested COBRA scenario. The worst case result of one o f  the activities 
determined the overall status for the scenario. A significant assumption, based on  coordination 
wi th  your office, is that  'Base X" activities call for placing 1 0 0  or less personnel at a yet-to-be- 
determined installation within the Air Force. Given that 1 0 0  personnel should not  exceed the 
de minimis threshold for a criteria pollutant, we  did not  consider the analysis of Base X 
activities in  the fol lowing consolidation of the COBRA scenarios: 

1 Multiple I COBRA MCC-0120.CBfi NC 4 NO, I G /  

Gaining Base 

Conformity 1 1 -  
1 
I 

BCEG Action Analysis , Emissions Above I 

(Aircraft & Personnel Realianment) 1990 Baseline Status 1 

Our action officer for this issue is Captain Jon A. Roop, AFICEVC, Ex;. 73360.  

Multiole 1 COBRA TiiC-0215.0CIT NZ 4 CL? I G ,  
1 Multiple 1 COBRA MCC-O119.CBR rd 2 4 NC, ,-. 

'C 

Multiple 
Multiple 

 hector of Environment 

i - . -- , 3 VOC 
! 1 36 CO 

COBRA KE1-0119.CBfi 1 NO NIA [ G I  
COBRA KEI-0120.CBR i NO I NIA l G 1  

Attachments: 
1. Defense BCRC Ltr, 1 1 Apr 9 5  
2. DoD BRAC Recommendation - TRC-0215.OUT 
3. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-O119.CBR 
4. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-0120.CBR 
5. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0119.CBR 
6. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0120.CSR 



I . A P R  1 1 ' 95 1 1 : 08 FROM DBCRC R-A PAGE.  BQZ 

DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARUNGTON, VA 22209 
703-6960500 

April 1 1, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (h Lt Col. Mary Tripp) 
Spccial Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Reaiignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1 670 Air Forcc Pentagon 
WEC&I@O~, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear G e n d  Blume: 
Please prwide Commission staff with an air quality analysis of the scenarios dated to the 

COBRA rum identified bdow. The analysis should identi@ tho gaining base, BCEG action, air 
donni t ) .  t d y s i s  required, projected dssioris above 1990 baseline, and status. 

DoD BRAC recommendation consistent with COBRA "TRC-0215.OUT 

C I o m  of McCIeJh AFB consistent with COBRA "MCC-01 19.CBRm 

Closure of McC1oJia.n AFB consistent with COBRA "MCC-0120.CaR" 

CIosurc of K d y  AFB consistent with COBRA '%El-01 19.CBRn 

Ciosue ofKelly AFB consistent with COBRA XE1-D IZX).CBRn 

The d y s i s  requested was discussed with Lt. Col. Brian Echols and Capt. John RWJ at a 
meeting with Commission stdfon April 7,1995. 

In oder to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I wouId appreciate your 
submitting this analysis no later than April 24, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 



DoD BRAC Recommendation Consistent 
wi th 

COBRA TRC-0215.OUT 

COBRA Scenario Analysis 

. - 

Fvent S ~ e c ~ f t c  k d y s i s  . . 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal t o  1990 Baseline) 
Y = Yel low (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA TRC-0215.OUT 

Attachment 2 

Gaining Base 

Hill AFB 

McClellan 
AFB 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

NO 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 237 Personnel 
- From Tinker AFB & Robins AFB 

Add 14 Personnel 
- From Tinker AFB 

Emissions Above 
1990  Baseline 

4 CO 

Emissions Above 
1990  Baseline 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 
0 NO, 
0 VOC 
4 CO 

Status 

G 

Status 

G 

G 



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent 
wi th 

COBRA MCC-0119.CBR 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

Gaining Base 

1 - From McClellan AFB ! 0 VOC 
I I I 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA MCC-O119.CBR 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

YES 

March AFB 

Moffet: NAS 

j T rav~s  AFB , Add 451 Personnel YES 4 NO, 
I 

I - From McClellan A F 2  ! 1 3 VOC 
I , 36 C 3  

I Of iut t  AF6 1 Add 388 Personnel I I 
I I - From McClellan AFi3 I ? N'A I G 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 NO, 
3 VOC 
36 CO 

Add 53 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Status 

G 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Reauired 

Add 4399 Personnel NO 0 NO, 

NO 

G 

+ 1 

1 - From McClellan AFB 1 

Emissions 
Above 1990 

Baseline 

Add 190  Personnel & 4 C130 j NO I ONO, 

/ Hill AFB I 
- From McClellan AFB I 0 VOC 

Add 1 57 1 Personnel ! No I N /A , Tinker AFB 1 
- From McClellan AFB 

Base X . 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to  1990  Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990  Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK= Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

Status 

G 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 
11  CO 

G 

Attachment 3 

G 

Robins AFB I Add 31 4 Personnel I NO I N/A I G 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 2 1  99 Personnel UNK UNK UNK 



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent 
wi th 

COBRA MCC-0120.CBR 

I A Scenario Amdy& 

Gaining Base BCEG Actinn Conformity 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 

Required 
Multiple COBRA MCC-0120.CBR YES 

I L L, 

Travis AFE / Add 451 Personnel 1 LC L 1 4 ~  - . .-- - 
u -. 

I 1 - From McClellan AFS Z 1'02 

Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 

Required 
March AFB Add 53 Personnel NO 

- From McClellan AFB 

1 , 36 C- L 

Offutt AFB I Add 388 Personnel I NS I N / A  -. , * -  - 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

4 NO, 
3 VOC 
36 CO 

I I - From McClellan AFB I I 
I 

Status 

G 

- , 11 co I 
Add 190 Personnel & 4 C i  3 G  i I d 3  , O N O ,  - Moffett NAS I 
- From McClellan AFB 

, - 
I I 0 VOC I 

' n _ r  

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

I Hill AFB '-- I Add 4399 Personnel I NO j 0 NO, 
I 

P i 'G , 

Status 

G 

Tinker AFB 

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal t o  1990  Baseline) 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990  Baseline) 
UNK= Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

I - From McClellan AFE I I 0 VOC I 

Add 1571 Personnel I NO I N /A / G I  
I I I - From McClellan AFE 

I 

I I i 1 

Attachment 4 

Robins AFB 

Base X . 

Add 3 1 4 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFB 

Add 1829 Personnel 
- From McClellan AFE 

=_ 

UNK 

NO j N l k  

1 
UNK UNK 



C!osure of  Kelly AFB Consistent 
wi th  

COBRA KE1-0119.CBR 

Lackland AFB Add 5251 Personnel I - From Kellv AFB I N/A I G I  

Gaining Base BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Multiple COBRA KE1-0119.CBR 

Gaining Base BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Hill AFB Add 847  Personnel NO I 0 NO, 1 G 1 

Emissions Above 
1990  Baseline 

N /A 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

Reauired 

- From Kelly AFB I I 0 VOC 
Tinker AFB I Add 7533  Personnel I NO I N /A 

I 
G 

- 
Status 

G 

I I 1 - From Kelly AFE I I 

Roblns kF8 1 Add 85 Personnel I NO i N /A 
- From Kellv AFS 

Sase >' 1 k a d  2699 Personnel J l d  t< UN t< U I ~ K  i 
- =ram Kelly AF3 

G = Green (SCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to  l S 9 0  Baseiinei 
Y = Yeliow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R= Red (BCEG Emissions-are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK= Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not  be done without a receiver base 

Attachment 5 



Closure of Kelly AFB Consistent 
wi th  

COBRA KE1-0120.CBR 

Status 

G 

Gaining Base 

Multiple 

Status 

Lackland AFB 

I 1 Bsse ): 1 Add 2035 Personnel I UNI; 1 UN I; 1 UNK i I i I - From Kelly AFB I I 

Conformity 
Analysis 
Required 

NO 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

COBRA KE1-0120.CBR 

Gaining Base 

Hill AFB 

Tinker AFB 

G = Green ( K E G  Emissions are Less Than or Equal to  7 990 Gaselinel 
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline) 
R = Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline) 
UNK = Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

N /A 

Conformity 
Analysis 

BCEG Action 
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) 

Add 5251 Personnel 

Attachment 6 

Emissions Above 
1990 Baseline 

Robins AFB I Add 8 5  Personnel I No 1 N /A 1 
I - From Kellv AF5 ! I 

- From Kelly AFB 
Add 847 Personnel 
- From Kelly AFB 

Add 7533 Personnel 
- From Kelly AF6 

Required 
NO 

NO 

NO 

N /A G 

0 NO, 
0 VOC 

N /A 

G 

G 



Document S eparator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt Col Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of StafF 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN IRET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 
During our review of the base questionnaires, we noticed that one element, item I.2.E. 15., 

is missing. This element is cited in Vol. V, Appendix 1, "INSTALLATION EVALUATION 
CRITERIA," page 59, by items 11.3.C., "Existing Local/Regional Airspace Encroachment," and 
II.3.D., "Future Local/Regional Airspace Encroachment." 

In a discussion with Major Marsha Malcomb of your office, she explained that the missing 
element was part of a data call subsequent to the initial submission of the questionnaire. These 
subsequent data call elements were not included due to an administrative oversight. 

Request you provide any and all results of these subsequent data calls. 

If your s ta f f  has any questions about this request, contact Lt Col Merrill Beyer (USAF) or 
Steve Ackerman of the Commission staff 

I look forward to working with you in the weeks ahead. 

~rabcis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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THE DEFENSE BAS# CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STRE= SUITE 1 4 a  

ARUNGTON, VA 2220s 
70349.-OS04 

ALAN J. DlXONt CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1995 COMMISSIONER~ 
A L  C O R N I L U  
RLrnICC* COX 
OCN J. a OAVI.; U ~ A F  c a m  
m. U C I ( U N a  ' 

M O W  m8MJAMlN C. MONmVA, UmN (Rm 
Major G a i d  Jay B h c  ( A m  -Lt Col Mary Tripp) YO m a  R O ~ I U ,  JI), uu (am) 

wmNm LOUIS. .NU 
Special Adstant to the Chief of StrtP 

f i r  Bssa Realignment and Transition 
Ibdpmtm USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
W a b g t o q  D.C. 20330-1670 

Dar  Oc#ral Blun#: 
Duriag our review of tbc base quenionariras, wa noticsd that o m  da9cns, itam L2.E. IS., 

is ndsslrqp. Thb elsrnsnt is cited in Voi. V, Apperrdfx 1, "INSTUTION EVALUATION 
CRrmU," pqp S9, by &mas IL3.C.. "Exiaing Loclrl/Regod A i q m  EnaorchmQgN d 
II.39.. "Fuhxa L o c a V R ~  Ahpace Encroachmmt." 

Ifyaurstaffbasmyquesti~sboutthhnq~ea, contact Lt ColMmillBeyer(USAF) or 
Steve Ackerman of the comrnirrioa staft 

Fnbct A C i  Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINQTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, M3 20330- 1670 - 

SUBJECT: Response to Missing Questionnaire Data - I.2.E. 15 

Attached is the Air Force data for element E.2.E. 15, listed by base, per your 22 March 
request. 

B L ~  JR, Major General. US@ 
to Chief of Staff 

' for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment 
Air Force Point Paper 



Section I 
rorOmddu.rOn)r 

Altus AFB 
2. Operational Eff~tiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafEc, commercial aviation hrcnitks (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
l~allas/Ft Worth (DFW) 154 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

t aOmcMUrOnty  

Andrews AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Cleveland 

~ a l ~ ~ h n > u r h & n  t 
[New York (m0 
Newark I-. - . 
ashington (IAD) 

DISTANCE 
7 291 NMil 

185 NMi 
I80 NMi 



FaOmcldUwOn)y 

Arnold AFS Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tram% commercial aviation hcilides (l~ubs): 
AIRPORT 
II DISTANCE 
St Louis 
Charlotte 

Cincinnati 

287 NMi 
252 NMi 
230 NMi 

Atlanta 

Nashville 
- 

133 NMi 
52 NMi 



Far Omclot U s e  Only 

ARPC Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.&15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A R T  DISTANCE 
k n v n  I 11 NMi 



Section I 
h0mdaIUrOn)r  

Barksdale AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRpPORT DISTANCE 

- - - - - - -. - - 



Section 1 Battle Creek Federal Center 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facflities (hubs): 
DISTANCE 

Cincinnati 

Cleyland 1 I61 NMI 
Chicago (ORD) 120 NMi 
Detroit 85 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

F0lOmcbluwOn)r 

Beale AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traflic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
r- DIrnANcE 
San Francisco I. - -  101 NM~J 



Section I 
2. Operational Effwtiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

faOmclolUwOnIy 

Bergstrom ARB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Ofticla1 Use Only 

Boise Air Terminal ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
halt LakTCity ( - -~--E%iI 



Section I 
F a C X ; k l d U n O n ) r  

Bollinq AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT---- -- 

Charlotte 
- - - - - - - - - - 

Cleveland I 
RaleighRhrharn 

New York (JFK) 

197 NMi 

184 NMi 

178 NMi 



Section I I 

2. Operational Effectiveness 

ForOmcioluwOnty 

Brooks AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E. 15 List of all nearby high traffic, co'mmercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A-RT DISTANCE 
/Dal~as/~t w~nh (DAL) 
- - - - -- -- - - - I - - ~ G J  

(Houston .- 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

f u O m c l d U n O r r ( y  

Bucklev ANGB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

W O R T  DISTANCE 
[Denver 
- - - - -- - -- . - - 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

F3xOmcidUwOnty 

Carswell AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Aw!%T DISTANCE 
bouston -I--1991 



Section I 
For Omcial Use Only 

Charleston AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 



Section I 
raOmClduwOn)r 

Columbus AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORK ---. - DISTAJVB 
Atlanta 

Nashville 

Mernph~s 113 NMi 



Section I 
For Omcm Use 0n)y  

Davis-Monthan AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT-_. - -- 
[phoenix - - 9 5 K 9  

- - -  ---rCE -- - - - -  -- -- 



taOmckIlUwOnty 

Dobbins ARB Section I 
2. Operational Effectivenesi 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities fiubs): 

193 N M ~ :  
170 NMi 

17 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

F a o m C l a ( U ~ 0 n ~  

Dover AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A W O R T -  _ - 

Pittsburgh 

-- - - - - - - - - 
Newark 

washington - -- (DCA) . 

- - -. - . - 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Fa Olllclal Use Onty 

Dyess AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 



Section I 
r o r ~ k l U w ~  

Edwards AFB 
2. Operational Effwtiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A I R P O R T -  
San Francisco 

- -- -- - - - - -- 
Las Vegas i 



Section l 
FaOmclo(Uw,Onty 

Elqlin AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Bask 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facnities (hubs): 
AIRPORT-__ - DISTANCE 
p " f i c y v i ~  - 7 250q 
Atlanta 217 NMi 

- - - - - - - -- - - - -- 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

F a O m c l d U w ~  

Ellsworth AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

far Omclol Use mty 

Fairchild AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high trriffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Foc Omckrl Use Only 

Falcon AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafflc, commercial aviation feeilities (hubs): 

A_=Ow' DISTANCE 
Denver I 8 NMi 



raOmck lU#oOn) r  

FE Warren AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.ZB.15 List of all nearby high t d c ,  commercial adation facilitks Oubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Ewer 78 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectivenesr 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

Fa Omcld Urn Onty 

Gen Mitchell IAP ARS 

Lbt of d l  ~ u b y  high traffic, commercW aviation 

*!!mu DISTANCE 
facilities 

Cleveland 
- ---__ 
St Louis 
- ----- 
Cincinnati 
---- 
MinneapolisfSt. Paul --- 
Detroit 

Chicago (ORD) 
_.-__ 

(hubs): 

284 NMi 
276 NMi 
276 NMi 
258 NMi 
206 NMi - 
58 NMi 



Section I 
FaOmctdUwOn)y 

Goodfellow AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafIic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
275 NMi 
192 NMi 
- 



Section I 
For Ofnclol U s e  Only 

Grand Forks AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
MinneapolisISt. Paul 253 NMi 



For Omclal Use Only 

Section I Greater Pittsbur~h IAP ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

177 NMi 
Detroit 174 NMi 

Pittsburgh I . . . -  o m i l  



h O m c M U n O n ) y  

Greater Pittsbur~h IAP ARS Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of d nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (bubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 

York (JFK) I 294 N M ~ I  

Iwashington (BWI) i 182 N M ~ I  

RaleighIDurham --- . . 
Newark 277 NMi 

Washington (DCA) 

i%i&it 
- 

Washington (IAD) 
Cleveland 
Pittsburgh 

177 NMi 

174 NMi 

158 NMi 
92 NMi 
0 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Far Omclal uao only 

Griffiss AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
l~ashington (IAD) 273 NMil 

ashington @CA) 273 NMi 
271 NMi 

I 

Washington (BWI) 250 NMi 

bew York (JFK) I 172 NMil 



For OlRclat Use Only 

Section I Grissom AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercid Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT 
. - . ... 

DISTANCE 

Pittsburgh 
St Louis 
Cleveland 

270 NMi 
225 NMi 

200 NMi 



Section I 
Fa Official Use Only 

Hanscom AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high tAFfic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
=ark 167 N M ~ I  
New York (JFK) 
Boston 14 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OfAclal Use Only 

Hill AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traf6c, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
(Salt Lake city I 20 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

RwOmCkluwonty 

Holloman AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traf6q commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Phoenix 299 N M ~ I  



rorOmclafu~.Onty 

Hurlburt Fld Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
II.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
r 

DISTANCE 
Jacksonville 
Atlanta 

259 NMi 
225 NMi 



For Official Use Only 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Keesler AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Atlanta 
Memphis 

300 NMi 
283 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OlRclal Use Only 

Kelly AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Kiiit  worth @W 
l~ouston 

-- 

225 mi] 
173 mil 



For Offlclal U s e  Only 

Kirtland AFB Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT 1 DISTANCE 
[phoenix 285 NM~] 



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For0mCblUnOn)r  

Lackland AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

4W!-!RT DISTANCE 
DallasIFt Worth (DAL) 

. -. 

Houston 

227 NMi 
176 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

FaomclalUl0On)y 

Lambert Field ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Nashville 1 236 NMil 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Icincinnati 

1st Louis I o NMil 

267 NMil 

Chicago (ORD) 
Memphis 
Kansas City 

224 NMi 
223 NMi 
206 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Olffclaf Uw Only 

Lan~ley AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.23.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPPRT DISTANCE 
~&bucgh 273 NMil 

l~ashington (BWI) I 126=il 

'Kw York (JFK) 
Newark 
RaleighlDdam 

245 NMi 
240 NMi 
138 NMi 

Washington (YU)) 

Washington @CA) 
123 NMi 
1 1 1  NMi 



Section 1 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Official U s e  Only 

Lau~hlin AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
I ~ a l l a  - - - -  rlFt Worth @FW) 

-- I 286 NMil 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

For Official Use Only 

Little Rock AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traf6c, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
[~ansas city 290 mil 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

CaOmcMUwOnty 

Los An~eles AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
TsGFrancisco 1 2 9 3 1  



For0mCldUwOn)r 

Luke AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafllc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT 
r 

DISTANCE 
Las Vegas 

Phoenix 
-- 

205 NMi 
20 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

For Olticial Use only 

MacDill AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

12.815 Lht of ln nearby high trafEc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
~acksonville 164 NMi 



For Official U s e  Only 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

March ARB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 

I 263 NMil 
I 

Vegas 168 NMi 
I 

57 NMi 



For OlRclal Use Onty 

Section I Martin State APT ANGS 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I3.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities fiubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 

1 

ashington (BWI) 

Cleveland 

RaleighlDuham 
Pittsburgh 

New York (JFK) 
Newark 

Washington (IAD) 

Washington (DCA) 

278 NMi 
236 NMi 
189 NMi 

145 NMi 

132 NMi 
54 NMi 
41 NMi 



Section I I 

W OmcM Uao Only 

Maxwell AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 

- ----  

225 NMi 



hwOmclduw0n)y 

McChord AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E, Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT 
r z .  

DISTANCE 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

For OCAclal U s e  Only 

McClellan AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I3.E.15 List of all nearby high td t i c ,  commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
San Francisco 78 N M ~ I  



Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OMclal Use Only 

McConnell AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
I ~ a l l a s ~ t  Worth (DFW) 284 N M ~ I  
I~ansas City 156 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For OIllcial Use Only 

McGuire AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
/Pittsburgh 260 mil 
Boston I -. 215 mi 

l ~ e w  York (JFK) I 53 NMil 

Washington (IAD) 
- - -- - -- 
Washington @CA) 

Washington (BWI) 

147 NMi 
133 NMi 
108 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

*Omdduww 

Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I3.E.15 List of all nearby high traflic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
laicago (ORD) I 290 N M ~ I  - .  I 

MinneapolisfSt. Paul 
- . - - - - -- - - - - 

0 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

forOmcMUwOnly 

Moody AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
lcbarlotte 279 

tlanta 172 NM' 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

For Omclal U s e  Only 

Mt Home AFB 

I3B.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
kalt Lake Citv I 221 N M ~ I  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

b OClklal Use Only 

NAS Willow Grove ARS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
lpittsburnh 233 NMil 
[ ~ o s t o n  228 NMi 
Washington (IAD) 

Washinmn (DCA) 

131 NMi 
119NM1, - .  I 

Washington (BWI) 93 NMi 



Section l 
For Omclal Use Only 

Nellis AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

A%!!!?!RT DISTANCE 

s Angeles (LAX) 215 NMi 



For Omcial Use Only 

Niaqara Falls IAP ARS Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traf8c, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

Newark 

Washington (BWI) 
Detroit 
Pittsburgh 
Cleveland 

258 NMi 
257 NMi 
202 Nh4i 
167 NMi 
164 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

tinOmcklUwOn)y 

OtHare IAP, ARS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2iE.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

[Cleveland 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 

Cincinnati 

St Louis 

Detroit 

Chicago (ORD) 
.- - 

MinneapolislSt. Paul 

230 NMi 
224 NMi 
203 NMi 

0 NMi 

290 NMi 



ForOmcMUwOn)y 

Offutt AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafac, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
St Lou is 
MinneapolislSt. Paul 

292 NMi 
255 NMi 

I 
- - - -  

Kansas City 122 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For O(Rclal Use Only 

Onizuka AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high W c ,  commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

W O R T  DISTANCE 
Los Angeles (LAX) 

San Francisco 
267 NMi 
26 NMi 



Section I 
For Olllcfal Use Only 

Otis ANGB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2J3.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Newark 
New York (JFK) 
Boston 

175 NMi 
159 NMi 
48 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Official Use Only 

Patrick AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
r- -- 

DISTANCE 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

ForOmclalUsoOnCr 

Peterson AFB 

1.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
r i v e r  63 NMil 



hwOmclalUwOnty 

Pope AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Atlanta 

Washington (BWI) 
Washington (DCA) 

Washington (IAD) 

Charlotte 
RaleighIDurham 

283 NMi 
265 NMi 
240 NMi 
238 NMi 
95 NMi 
44 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Otflclal Use Only 

Portland IAP ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Seatlflacoma 112NMi 



For OMclal Use Only 

Randolph AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traf'fjc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
b a l l f i t  worth (DEW) 2 12 NMI~ 

I 

Houston 155 NMi 



Section I 
I 

2. Operational Effectiveness 
E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Official Use Only 

Reese AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2B.15 List of all nearby high traf6q commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
/iGzFt WoRh (DFW) 254 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

tor0mCMUwOn)y 

Rickenbacker ANGB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

DISTANCE 
292 NMi 
292 NMi 

Nashville 284 NMi 
Washington (DCA) 

I 
279 NMi 

Chicago (ORD) 260 NMi 

Washington (IAD) 
- 

Detroit 
- - I - -  

Pittsburgh 

Cleveland 
Cincinnati 

259 NMi 

145 NMi - - - 

130 NMi 
108 NMi 
92 NMi 



Section I 
f 0 rOmclo lU~On)y  

Robins AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
I~ashville 259 N M ~ I  

Atlanta 73 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Omclal U s e  Only 

Rome Lab 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
IdE.15 List of all nearby high t-c, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Washington (IAD) 
Washington (DCA) 
Pittsburgh 

Washington (BWI) 
Boston 

New York (JFK) 
Newark 

274 NMi 
273 NMi - -- 

271 NMi 
250 NMi 
200 NMi 
172 NMi 
162 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Eff'ectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Olliclal Use Only 

Salt Lake City IAP ANGS 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Salt Lake City I 0 NMi 



For OMclol Use Only 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Scott AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
TciicTAati 245 NM~\ 

I ~ e r n ~ h i s  210 NMi 

Kansas City 
-- -- 
Chicago (ORD) 

231 NMi 

225 NMi 

Nashville 

St Louis 
210 NMi 
27 NMi 





Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness' 

Fo# 0mcid UI. Onty 

Seymour Johnson AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tratfic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
hashington (BWI) I 238 NMil 

Charlotte 146 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For omclal use Only 

Shaw AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
backsonville I 2 1 8 ~ ~ i l  



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

For Ofkial Use Only 

Sheppard AFB 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2X.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation hil l t ie  (hubs): 

Houston 
DalladFt Worth @FW) 

-- 

289 NMi 
98 NMi 



For Offlcial Uw Only 

Section I Stewart IAP ANGS 
2. Operational Effwtiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tramc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
W O R T  DISTANCE 
Pittsburgh 

Washington (IAD) - 

Washington (DCA) 

Washington (BWI) 
Boston 

New York (JFK) 
Newark 

284 NMi 
217 NMi - - . - . - . - - 
208 NMi 
182 NMi 
148 NMi 
54 NMi 
49 NMi 



Section I 
CaOmckdUwonty 

Tinker AFB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Kansas City 
Dallas/Ft Worth @FW) 

265 NMi 
152 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

ForOmclolUwOnty 

Travis AFB 

1.2.E.15 Lit of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities Ihuhd: 

A W O R T  DISTANCE 
San Francisco 44 NMi 



For Ofllclal Ute Only 

Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Tucson IAP ANGS 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation impact 

Id.E.15 List of all nearby high trahc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): . -,- 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
phoenix % NMi 



For Olklal Use Only 

Tyndall AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2B.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Atlanta 

Jacksonville 
222 NMi 
203 NMi 



For OlRclal Uw Only 

USAFA Section l 
2. Operational Effectiveness 
E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trafl[ic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Denver 54 N M ~ I  



FaOmcMU~OrJy 

Vance AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
F i s a s  city 234 NMil 
l ~ a l l a s l ~ t  Worth (DFW) I 21 1 mil 



FOt Omckrl U s e  Onty 

Vandenber~ AFB Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

1.2.E.15 L i t  of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

AIRPORT 
c--- DISTANCE 
Las Vegas 
San Francisco 



Section I 
For OCAclal Use Only 

Westover ARB 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 

W O R T  DISTANCE 
Washington (LAD) 

Washington (DCA) 

Washington (BWI) 
Newark 

New York (JFK) I 

Boston 

297 NMi 
287 NMi - - -- 

261 NMi 
117 NMi 
109 NMi 
68 NMi 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

For Omclal Use Only 

Whiternan AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact - 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high trat8c, commercial avlation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Memphis 
- - 

280 NMi 
St Louis 
Kansas City 

1 49 NMi 
64 NMi 



For OfRcial Use Only 

Section 1 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

Wri~ht-Patterson AFB 

E. Airspace Used by Base 
Commercial Aviation Impact 

I3.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation hccilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Nashville 

Detroit 



Section I 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

E. Airspace Used by Base 

Commercial Aviation Impact 

hwOIllcklLh.only 

Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS 

I.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs): 
AIRPORT DISTANCE 
Newark 

Cincinnati 
. 

Washington (BWI) 
- 

Washington (DCA) 

Washington (IAD) - 
Detroit - 

Cleveland 

Pittsburgh 

297 NMi 

- -- ----. 226 NMi 
222 NMi 
221 NMi 
203 NMi 

-- 133 - -- N k  
54 NMi 

50 NMi 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  STREET SUITE 1420 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNBLLA 

April 6,1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of StaE 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Commission has been asked to consider a redirect of the 1993 decision to close 
Plattsburgh Air Force Base, NY. In this regard, I am forwarding a list of questions (attached) that 
has been forwarded to us. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of these issues, I would appreciate your 
written answers to the attached questions no later than April 20, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 

Attachment 



Please provide answers to *e fo1:owing questions and arcas of concern. 

1. &%at are the certified usable ramp spaces 3t McGuire and Plsttsb~rgh? 

2. Are there any rauictions as ro parkng: ie: a lack of flcsibiiity as McGuire and/or Pla~tsburgh? 

3. 'A;nat is the .unfvay length of McGuirel Is rhe KC- I0 restricvd s io hfaximun Grms Wcight 
for takeoff duc to ruzway length and summer r m p ~ t u r c ?  

4. E>ir, many parklz' s p c  rue x - ~ l a b l e  ;r ~fcGcire7 
KC-I35 es~.iv;ilent 
Any size ccmpnson 
Hcw 30 L!ose numbers compare to Tlartrbu~h? 

5. Comparc the refue!ing capaciry of irlcGuire ~ n l  Plilr15ugb u n d ~ r  the follow~ng cateaoMs: 
S t o q e  
Pits 
Laterals 
SimuIk?eous refueling 
sources 
Methods at' S c ~ p l  y 

6. Compare the condition cf the r a p  and runways u hlcGulre to those at PInttsburgh 
(Why pump m c n q  lnm a ured f a c i l i ~  a ::cn you h v c  one in a ktter lcatron in mint wndi tion?) 

7. What is the cment bad-down at .McGu:*e by akxft  type and ndni t? 

8. Rcrinv the ssrann of housing at 1fcCrtllre c o r n ~ e d  to ?lambur& 
Yumbc: of houses on base 
Nur.  X: 3f houses of; base - .- - 

(Beuuse thc A3-li! 's !dt Platrctt~r~h, here  l u a  3 major houring renovrcion in progas so 
as to kr1.e the i s [  on-base housing i zilable rs7her. t;.: Siobilir; Wing m v &  ar Plattsburgh. A11 
ignore:! - dI forgctte~. Off-base hcu:ng a: ?lardburgh avalabie due to d e p c ~ r a  of penonncl - 
it's a buyer's market.) 

9. Review md cornprc tL.c AICUZ &a of .?:insburgh A~IC if&zire. 
(19% BRAC ;enalized, as we feared ilr:, aould, Ransburgh fc: having the 'cnly scwnd 
generaeon ?ro:r3rg XC :oi;lily sir,??! under k e  rug :he fact hat Xl&a:re h A:C?.Z p r q a m .  - .  There mwr k ii.xe . r -zess  ir raticnd a r i  conpanson ;lfhen 2 head-to-heiC i c a p c t i ~ ~ o n  !s 
created.. . . Fipi:-i:: ;v.-.e: :he Ccmrn: -.s;sne:i curs :he .zmpti:ian "?;. ~e inters: of ramess". 

10. Zrwide  a :is: o i  ;.;s:smai: 2nd :in  be :?ins times ro hesc  ccstomcn from McGuirc and 
Plat:sccrzh. . .. - 
(CETE:~~ Johnsai! i r ~ t & .  on his on.:.. croxicr;~es io estomers as the key rezcon for McGuire to 

w -  k C:?O%E 2s the b r e . 9  .'.!r %!cbiii? 'Asi.ieg. v .  ne;t m i n g  the flying :;me u x u i n  to add the 
c n c  to fly departures rw'uirrd to get our ~f LYCI oo: from uncc: the Ken ..'crk City, Kewak ,  
?!iiily hmgle. ?he liabil;? 01 c z z : i n p  ;ut 1:- bfcGuire is ;;a1 and has r lc tsr  in .Air Force 
cy.-mocs for 1: !erst h e  ! a t  :2  >cars X I I ~ G  r l i .  ulimaceiy :mpac: cperiticns frcn LkGuire in the 
ncx t CecaCe.) 



11. Where rue the rankers of the Air Force based? Rquest 2 charts: 
AMC Beddown 
ACC Bed-Down 

If not broken down to teflect Guard and Resewe verses Active Duty Forces, then two more charts 
are required: 

AMC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 
ACC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 

(Plattsburgh believes that there arc no Active Duty tanken in the Northerrst) 

12. What construction is on-going at McGuire? 

13. What construction is requested in the %.97,98,99 and 2000 Milcon budget for McGuire? 

14. What BRAC funds arc being spent at hlcGuire and what arc pmgnmmed? 

15. Task the FAA to compare, in depth, the Plattsburgh and McGuirc traffic. Place particular 
emphasis on where might aircrews best accomplish crew training with proper separation and 
safety. 
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Z [! APR 19s 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) T~W/O-/ 

FROM: AF/RT 
. 1670 Air Force Pentagon 

Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

SUBJECT: Response to Questions on Plattsburgh and McGuire Air Force Bases 

Attached is the Air Force response to your April 6, 1995, request for answers to f&een 
questions concerning Plattsburgh and McGuire Air Force Bases. The Air Force response to these 
questions was in some ways limited because Plattsburgh AFB is scheduled for closure on 
September 30,1995, dictating that no base questionnaire be completed for the 1995 round of 
closures. Since some of the requested answers concerned comparisons of data from Plattsburgh 
and McGuire, the Air Force responded by providing data fiom 1993 questionnaires for both 
bases and then adding data, as required, from the McGuire 1995 questionnaire as well as current 
information available on on-going projects and upgrades. 

In addition, responses to questions 10 and 15 could not be provided at this time due to the 
nature of the questions. In question 10, the Air Force was requested to provided information 
updating a study done by the 1993 BRAC Commission. Though we know of the study, we were 
not provided a copy by the 1993 Commission and therefore cannot respond to questions 
concerning its content or parameters. A review of your records should provide a basis for the 
response to this question. In question 15, the Air Force was asked to task the FAA to do a study 
of the Plattsburgh and McGuire traffic patterns This office cannot task the FAA to do a study on 
traffic patterns. If the Commission determines that a study of this nature is needed, then it may 
be appropriate for the Commission to request the FAA to do such a study. 

We hope the provided information is useful. 

General, USAF 

J ~eali~nment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Responses to questions 



AIR FORCE FACT SHEET 

1. OuestionIStatement: What are the certifed.usable ramp spaces at McGuire and 
Plattsburgh? 

Remonse: (Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations, 
Volume V, March 1993) KC-135 equivalent: 

- Plattsburgh - 156 
- McGuire - 88 

1995 BRAC Questionnaire did not specifically address number of parking spaces. 

2. OuestionBtatement: Are there any restrictions as to parking: ie: a lack of flexibility 
at McGuire andlor Plattsburgh? 

Rmonse: Yes, McGuire had a taxiway limitation due to wingtip clearance 
of the KC-10. A project to add a perimeter taxiway is under construction (see 
question 14). 

3. OuestionlStatement: What is the runway length of McGuire? Is the KC-10 
restricted as to Maximum Gross Weight for takeoff due to runway length and summer 
temperature? 

Rmonse: McGuire has two runways that are 10,001 feet and 7,214 feet 
respectively. The maximum gross weight of the KC-10 (590,000 Ibs) is limited in the 
summer to 540,000 pounds (Runway 24 with an obstacle 36 feet high at 2553 feet, 30 
degrees centigrade, +I50 feet pressure altitude, no wind, dry runway). 

4. QuestionIStatement: How many parking spots are available at McGuire? 
- KC- 135 equivalent 
- Any size comparison 
- How do those numbers compare to Plattsburgh? 

Remonse: (Department of the Air Force Analyses and Recommendations, 
Volume V, March 1993) 

- KC- 135 equivalent- McGuire - 88 ; Plattsburgh - 156 
- Any size comparison - See above 
- How do those numbers compare to Plattsburgh? - See above 



5. OuestionBtatement: Compare the refueling capacity of McGuire and Plattsburgh 
under the following categories: 

- Storage 
- Pits 
- Laterals 
- Simultaneous refueling 
- Methods of Supply 

Rmnse: (1993 BRAC Questionnaire for Plattsburgh; 1993 BRAC 
Questionnaire plus 1995 updates for McGuire) 

- storape - Plattsburgh (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 4,502 (Wgal); 
McGuire(BRAC 93 Questionnaire) - 4,100 (Wgal) 

-m - Plattsburgh - 84 hydrants; 
McGuire - 29 hydrants (1993 BRAC Questionnaire); 
McGuire - 36 hydrants (1995 BRAC Questionnaire); 17 hydrants are 

under construction using BRAC funds (See question 14). In addition, MILCON 
funds are programmed for DLA to add 18 more hydrants in FY 96 (See question 
13). The 35 new hydrants in these projects will replace 20 existing older hydrants. 
The total nwnber of hydrants available at McGuire once construction is complete is 
51. Of these 51 hydrants, 35 will be able to accommodate wide-bodied aircraft. 

- Laterals - (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) Both Plattsburgh and McGuire have 
lateral pipelines. 

- Simultaneous refueling - Plattsburgh (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 5 C-141 
equivalents; McGuire (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 3 C-141 equivalents; 
McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire) - 7 C-141 equivalents 

- Methods of Supply - Methods of supply to each of these bases was not 
addressed in the base questionnaire. This category was addressed directly by the 
1993 Commission who should have this comparison on file. 

6. QuestionBtatement: Compare the condition of the ramp and runways at McGuire to 
those at Plattsburgh. 

Response: Plattsbur~h (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 
- Runway - 100% Code 1 
- Taxiway - 86% Code 1,14% Code 2 
- Aprons - 100% Code 1 
McGuire (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 
- Runway - 100% Code 1 
- Taxiway - 74% Code 1,16% Code 310% Code 3 
- Aprons - 64% Code 1,31% Code 3 5 %  Code 3 
McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire) 
- Runway - 99% Code 1,1% Code2 
- Taxiway - 92.9% Code 1,6.7% Code 30.4% Code 3 
- Aprons - 87% Code 1,6.8 % Code 2,6.2% Code 3 



7. OuestionBtatement: What is the current bed-down at McGuire by aircraft type and 
unit? 

Remonse: Current aircraft assigned at McGuire by type and unit include: 
38 (2-141s - [6th Airlift Squadron (AS), 13th AS, and 18th AS] (Active Duty); 
22 KC-10s - [2nd AS and 32nd AS] (Active Duty); 
19 KC-135Es - 1150th Air Refueling Squadron (ARS) and 141 ARS] (ANG). 

8. OuestionBtatement: Review the status of housing at McGuire compared to 
Plattsburgh. 

- Number of houses on base 
- Number of houses off base 

Remonse: On Base Housing 
- Plattsburgh (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 1,641 
- Mffiuire (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 1,753 
- McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire) - 1,754 

Off Base Housin~ - The number of off base houses is not 
addressed in the base questionnaire. It does, however, address the affordability, 
acceptability, and availability of off base housing. The responses to these areas are 
listed below for Plattsburgh and McGuire. - Plattsbur~h (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 

-- Available - Yes 
-- Acceptable - Yes -- Affordable to all but the lowest ranking airmen wlfamilies 
- McGuire (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 
-- Available - Yes 
-- Acceptable - Units within 7 miles of base are very old, 

upkeep is just above adequacy standards. Some are subsidized with waiting lists 
from 1-5 years. Outside 7 miles the standard is better, but price-wise the units are 
small with no storage or garage space. 

-- Affordable - Affordability makes housing in the community 
limited. 3 subsidized apartment complexes are available with waiting period of 6 
months to 5 years. Subsidized rents are according to income and vary from $325 to 
$585 and up. Houses for rent vary. Two and three bedroom houses are available 
year round from $680 - $1100. 

- McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire) 
-- Available - Yes 
-- Acceptable - 8.9% of off-base housing was rated unsuitable 

in latest VHA survey. 
-- Affordable - Yes. Latest VHA survey lists median monthly 

cost of off-base housing as $909. 



9. QuestionIStatement: Review and compm the AICUZ data of Plattsburgh and 
McGuire. . 

Response: The following is AICUZ data for Plattsburgh and McGuire from 
the 1993 BRAC Questionnaire for Plattsburgh, 1993 BRAC Questionnaire and 1995 
BRAC questionnaire and recent updates for McGuire. 

- Plattsbur~h (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 
-- Date of most recent AICUZ study - May 1978 
-- Latest revalidation - October 1991 
-- Projected date of new AICUZ public release - Dec 92 
-- Is off base development generally consistent with AICUZ 
recommendation - Yes 
-- Has the city or county officially adopted AICUZ 
recommendations - Yes 
- McGuire (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) 
-- Date of most recent AICUZ study - 1979 
-- Latest revalidation - 1979 
-- Projected date of new AICUZ - None listed -- "The AICUZ is 

to be revalidated to reflect the changes in air operations at McGuire <from fighters 
to tankem. HQ AMC and HQ USAF are attempting to secure funding." 

-- Is off development generally consistent with AICUZ 
recommendations - Yes 
-- Has the city or county officially adopted AICUZ 

recommendations - No. While most of the land around the base is government 
owned, there is some residential construction within the 65-70 M n  noise contour 
but no large scale development to date. Less than one percent of the current zone is 
incompatible with off base development. 

- McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire) 
-- Date of new AICUZ - Oct 94 - Awaiting public comment 
-- Has the city or county adopted AICUZ - No 
-- Assessment of significant development in 7 AICUZ Zones - 

No significant development exists or is projected in any AICUZ zone. 

10. QuestionBtatement: Provide a list of customers and run the flying times to these 
customers from McGuire and Plattsburgh. 

Response: The study referred to in this question was done in 1993 by the 
Commission. The Air Force does not have access to this data and therefore cannot 
respond to this question at this time. 



1 1. QuestionBtatement: Where are the tankers of the Air Force based? Request 2 
charts: 

- AMC Bed-down 
- ACC Bed-down 

If not broken down to reflect Guard and Reserve verses Active Duty Forces, then two 
more charts are required: 

- AMC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 
- ACC Bed-down of Guard and Reserve 

Response: The charts requested are attached. The first chart depicts active 
tanker beddown and the second chart depicts Guard and Reserve tanker beddown 
Separate charts were not provided for AMC and ACC tankers since all tanker 
aircraft belong to AMC except the 6 Active Duty KC-135Rs at Mountain Home AFB 
which belong to ACC. 

12. QuestionBtatement: What construction is on-going at McGuire? 

Response: The following MILCON projects are on-going at McGuire: 
FY 91 - C-141 Flight Simulator [$3.OM] 

- Alter 2 dorms [$S.OM] 
FY 92 - Housing Improvements (100 units) [$7.0M] 

- Waste Water Plant (AF Share) [$22.OM] 
- Child Care Center [$4.OM] 
- Alter 2 dorms [$S.OM] 

FY 93 - Upgrade Storm Drains [$3.OM] 
- Remove Underground Fuel Storage Tank [$6.OM] 

FY 94 - NONE 
FY 95 - Storm Drains and SanitaryBewer System [$7.OM] 

- Dorm [$2.OM] (Out for bids) 
- Dorm [$9.OM] (Out for bids) 
- Hospital Upgrade [$2.0] (Out for bids) 



13. QuestionBtatement: What construction is requested in the 96,97,98,99, and 2000 
Milcon budget for McGuire? 

Response: The following MILCON projects have been requested: 
FY 96 - Fire Training [$2.OM] 

- DLA Hydrant System [$12M] - EMCS [$2.OM] 
- HTHW [$3.0M] 
- KC-10 Squadron Ops [$%OM] 
- Housing Improvements (100 Units) [$9.OM] 

FY 97 - Housing Improvements (68 Units) [$7.OM] 
- C-141 Squadron Ops [$6.OM] 

FY 98 -FY2000 - Nothing programmed as of yet. 

14. QuestiodStaternent: What BRAC funds are being spent at McGuire and what are 
programmed? 

Response: BRAC funds are programmed for the following projects: 
FY 94 - Alter Interim Facilities [$2.1M] 

- Cryogenic Storage Area [$0.566M] 
- Refueling Ops Facility [$2.923M] 
- Control Tower [$3.474M] 
- Extend HTHW Distribution System [$0.400M] 
- Communications Ducts [$l.Om 
- ADAL Vehicle Complex [$1.821M] 

FY 95 - KC-10 Squadron OpdAMU [$8.567M] 
- Fuel System Maintenance Dock [$12.384M] 
- Corrosion Control Facility [$12.173M] 
- KC-10 Maintenance Hangar [$15.084M] 
- Child Development Center [$2.585M] 
- KC-10 Squadron Ops/AMU [$7.338M] 
- Add to Parking Ramp [$6.129M] 
- Hydrant Refueling System [$20.744M] 
- KC-10 COMBS Facility [$5.848M] 

F Y  96 - Contingency Comm Element [$2.944M] 
- KC-10 Simulator [$4.35M] 

FY 97 - Upgrade Roads [$1.4M] 
- Add Health Care Center [$1.95M] 



15. QuestionBtatement: Task the FAA to compare, in depth, the Plattsburgh and 
McGuire traffic. Place particular emphasis on where might aircrews best accomplish 
crew training with proper separation and safety. 

Response: AF/RT cannot task the FAA to do a study for the Commission. If 
the Commission wishes such a study done, they must contact the FAA directly. 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 8, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear .General Blume: 

We request you review the COBRA run redirecting Grass  ANG Operations support for 
the 10th Infantry (Light) Division at Ft. Drum instead of Griffiss. The COBRA run (scenario file 
10-ID.CBR) submitted to the Commission contains no increased Base Operations Support (BOS) 
or Real Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) costs for operating at Ft. Drum while it does 
contain a reduced cost of operating at Griffiss of $12 M annually. Please comment on this 
observation. Additionally, we have learned from a base visit that the 10th ID expects to avoid 
$1.0 M per year in per diem to Griffiss to conduct exercises. Please comment on this finding as 
well. 

In order to assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided 
no later than May 1, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

 rand A Cirillo, Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 ANG Information 

This letter is in response to your request for a review of the COBRA run redirecting 
minimum essential airfield operations in support of the 10th Infantry (Light) Division to Ft 
Drum, NY instead of remaining at GriEss. There are some issues pertaining to BOS and 
RPMA increases at Ft Drum as a result of the redirect that are currently being addressed with 
Army, 

The study done at Ft Drum contained an estimated increased annual recurring cost of 
$2.7 million at Ft Drum. This estimate was broken down into: 

Additional Personnel for General Maintenance (5 @ $32,000* each) $ 160,000 
*$32,000 is Army's salary figure per person, the study had used $45,000 
Equipment Maintenance Contract (Airfield) 1,500,000 
Increase O&M AirfieldFacilities 400,000 
Additional Snow Removal Costs 250,000 
Deicing (fluidisewer chargelpersonnel) 400,000 

Total $2,7 10,000 

Army, however, has indicated a need for an additional 25 people for BOS support at $801,000 
per year. This would mean the annual recurring BOS increase would be $3,35 1,000, an 
increase of $641,000 per year. The issue currently being resolved between Air Force and 
Army is whether placing the additional people at Ft Drum on a daily basis is cost effective to 
DoD, or should the Air Force bring in the additional personnel when 10th Infantry is 
mobilized. A meeting between Air Force and Army Forscom will take place this week to 
finally resolve the issue. 

The Army has indicated they will save per diem and transportation costs by not 
deploying to Griffiss when the 10th is mobilized. The following costs were the only ones we 
were able to obtained during the site survey. 



Surface Transportation (average yearly costs FY 92-FY 94) $205,300 
FY 92 $223,000 
FY 93 143,000 
FY 94 250,000 

TDY costs for Ft Drum support personnel at Griffiss 
Normal Battalion Deployment (averagelyear) $144,000 

Special Deployments (average yearly costs FY 92-FY 94) 8 1.000 
Hurricane Andrew - $ 64,000 
Somalia - 102,000 
Haiti - 77,000 

Total $430,000 

I trust this information will help the Base Closure Commission in its deliberations. 

/ 
. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 

to the Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A U N  J. OIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 8, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
16Bt5CCA COX 
bEN J. 6. DAVIS. USAF iRCT) 
8. U P  HUNG 

W'or G e n d  Jay D. Blume, fr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

RADM ~CNJOFIIU IS MONTOYA, USN (RETI 
MO JOSUL R6B&S. JR., USA (RET) 
WENDI LOUISE STILL€ 

fbr Base Realignment and Tmsition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washingto& D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 
We request you review the COBRA hm raduecting GrBIss ANG Operations support for 

the 10th Inf'try (Light) Division at Ft; Dmm instead of GrifBss. The COBRA run (scensrio file 
10-XD.CBR) submitted to the Commission contains no increased Base Operations Support (BOS) 
or Real Property Maintenance Activity (RPMA) costs foroperating at Ft. Drum while it does 
contain a reduced cost of operating at Griffiss of $1 2 M annually. Please comment on this 
observation. Additionally, we have learncd fiom a base visit that the 10th ID cxptcts to avoid 
$1.0 M per year in per diem to Gdliss to conduct exercises. Pleast comment on this finding as 
well., 

In order to &st the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided 
no later than May 1, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

 ran& A Cirillo, Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 
April 8, 1995 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 

I am forwarding an attached "Defense Support Initiative," presented at the April 4th 
Birmingham Regional Hearing by the Okaloosa County Economic Development Council, an 
attached "REDCAP Realignment: The Facts," presented to the Commission on April 7th and an 
attached "America, Montana; Our Heritage, Our Future: Malmstrom," presented at the March 
3 1 st Great Falls Regional Hearing. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on the alternatives presented no later than April 30, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance in this matter. 

Fran s A. Cirillo, Jr. PE 
Air Force Team Leader 

Attachments 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

ORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Comments on Birmingham Regional Hearings and 
CALSPAN Presentation (RT Tasker 367) 

The following comments are in response to the Birmingham Regional Hearings concerning 
the Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) and CALSPAN's presentation on the Real-time 
Electronic Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) (see Attachment). 

Birmin~ham Regional Hearina 

Point 1: Eglin's EMTE given a functional value of 65 (highest of all DoD EC ranges) 

Response 1: Functional values were determined on an activity basis versus the implied test 
facility basis. Thus, it is erroneous to say Eglin's EMTE received a functional value of 65, If ' 

EMTE was evaluated by itself it would have received a much lower value. 

Point 2: Air Force decided to dismantle EMTE and discontinue Eglin's EC leadership role 

Response 2: The Nellis Range Complex was recognized as DoD unique by the Test and 
Evaluation Joint Cross-Service Group (T&E (JCSG)), did not receive a functional value, and 
was identified as the first priority receiver site for Electronic Combat (EC) open air range (OAR) 
workload. - 

Of the EMTE threat simulators not required to move west, 12 would be retained in 
temporary storage for use during weapons testing. The remaining assets will be disposed of. 

Not all of the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) and REDCAP 
assets will be moved. Workload requirements exist for only approximately 44% of 
AFEWES/REDCAP resources. Some AFEWES resources will be realigned to Eglin AFB 

The Electronic Combat Integrated Test (ECIT) program is not part of the BRAC 
recommendations and did not count for (or against) either Edwards AFB or Eglin AFB during 
the BRAC analysis. It is an improvement and modernization effort (vs an existing capability) 
that has OSD and tri-Service commitment. 

Point 3: Reality of Air Force actions will increase cost of EC testing 

Response 3: The projected savings ($48M over 20 years) of realigning EMTE, AFEWES, and 
REDCAP is, in fact, a conservative estimate, and the increased costs to EMTE users were 
recognized in calculating projected savings. Investments and Modernization (I&M) savings will 



Response 3: Only one of REDCAP's 16 capabilities (the off-line simulation capability) enjoys 
high current usage, and is by far, the basis for REDCAP's "400% increase in utilization in FY 
94/5." Based upon customer usage, 14 of the other capabilities are used 21% or less than the 
off-line support capability, with 9 capabilities not used at all for the past 3 years. 

BRAC utilization methodology (projected workload/demonstrated capacity) for an entire 
facility is a better indication of excess capacity than is a methodology which considers only the 
highest utilized capability within that facility (particularly when average utilization per 
capability is so low). Personnel at every test facility spend more time in pre-and post-test 
analysis than in actual test conduct. Analysis can be conducted anywhere and is people (not 
facility) dependent. Actual available test time is a facility limitation, and capabilities should be 
realigned to minimize excess capacity (test time) when able. 

The military value of any test facility (not just REDCAP) sterns from test preparation and 
data analysis, in addition to actual test time. Again, it is test time that determines actual 
utilization of a facility, including capacity/excess capacity. Test preparation and analysis 
limitations can normally be overcome by adding people, usually without having to  add or 
expand a facility. A statement was made that actual workload always exceeds projected 
workload. Thus, it is not clear why 55% of REDCAP's capabilities had zero customer 
utilization for three years (FY921314). 

Ground testing is more important than ever in terms of implementing the EC test process in 
today's fiscally constrained environment. However, the same fiscal constraints dictate that T&E 
workload be combined, whenever possible, to avoid costs associated with unnecessary 
duplication and underutilized test resources. Most of the testing done at REDCAP can be 
conducted at other existing test facilities with excess capacity. We fully appreciate the costs and 
limitations associated with night testing and do not envision replacing REDCAP capabilities 
with increased flight ksting. 

Points 4 & 5: AFmC has no space to absorb this facility. A F n C  is currently modifying 
their MILCON to the ECITF to house REDCAP based on BRAC recommendation. 
Estimated additional MILCON costs are $6-7SM for REDCAP alone. This does not 
indude the additional people needed to operate the facility. REDCAP has the only mod- 
operational Threat Integrated Air Defense System (IADS) simulation. There is no other 
place to test against the IADS. Not models, not ranges. 

Responses 4 & 5: Site visits will determine the capability at Edwards AFB to house REDCAP 
capabilities. As previously stated, the Air Force is not modifying the MILCON to the ECIT 
Program. ECIT is an improvement and modernization effort (vs an existing capability) that has 
OSD and tri-Service commitment to the upgrade and did not contribute to any BRAC 



also be recognized, but were not included in estimates. Savings were projected at $48M over 20 
years prior to site visits. The results of the site surveys will be briefed by HQ AFMC on 2 May 
to the BCEG for approval. Once approved, this information will be available. 

According to our inputs, Air Combat Command has decided not to relocate AWC west to 
accomplish EC Operational T&E. As recognized by the T&E JCSG, EMTE is not the best EC 
OAR within DoD. It is 90% duplicative of capabilities existing in the western US, and a large 
majority of EMTE resources will be disposed of (not re-created elsewhere). Today's era of 
declining military budgets demands that, in instances where two basically duplicative and 
underutilized facilities exist, workload be realigned preferably to an OAR that has appropriate 
facilities and capabilities. 

CALSPAN's submittal on the Real-time Electronic Diaitallv Controlled Analvzer 
Processor (REDCAP) 

Points 1 & 2: The total facility is needed to perform REDCAP'S mission, failure to move 
the entire facility and its capabilities will significantly degrade the Nation's Electronic . 
Combat capabilities. There is no existing facility which is currently capable of housing 
REDCAP. Approved MILCON at ECITF is being added to house REDCAP prior to 
BRAC final determination. 'Instead of relocating, the JCSG policy to realign/consolidate 
can be implemented via electronic linkage of REDCAP to the ECITF at Edwards AFB and 
the ACETEF facility at Patuxent River, NAS at a much lower cost with no lass of 
capability. 

Responses 1& 2: The total REDCAP facility is not needed to support the nation's EC T&E 
mission. Nine of REDCAP'S 16 major capabilities have not had a customer demand for the past 
three years. Only needed capabilities will be moved. No ECIT MILCON is being added to 
house REDCAP or AFEWES capabilities. The ECIT program is not affected by, and did not 
affect, BRAC recommendations. Space to house REDCAP and AFEWES capabilities is being 
investigated during ongoing site visits. The results of the site surveys will be briefed by HQ 
AFMC on 2 May to the BCEG for approval. Once approved, this information will be available. 

Although some REDCAP capabilities can be effectively utilized via linking to other 
facilities, other capabilities cannot be. The combined effect of linking various facilities create 
transport delays that cannot be tolerated by highly integrated electronic suites of future systems. 
The cost of maintaining a separate facility, with largely duplicative infrastructure, is not offset 
by linking. Anticipated linking may increase workload; however, not one customer has 
requested this capability since it was demonstrated in N 9 1  and 92. 

Point 3: REDCAP is being utilized at over 100% capacity. Projected workload of 
REDCAP is underrepresented. Projected workload was artificially defined as 72% of the 
FY92 & 93 average. FY92 & 93 were before REDCAP upgrades. Utilization in 94 and 95 
increased by 400%. Anticipated linking will increase workload. 



recommendation. Any MILCON requirement will probably be significantly less than 
REDCAP'S projections, based upon the equipment expected to be moved. 

Other Integrated Air Defense Systems (IADS) test capability exists which can accommodate 
REDCAP'S workload. This other capability already conducts IADS testing and, as such, has 
personnel possessing IADS experience and expertise. 

Point 6: This action incurs significant costs as demonstrated in the ROI analysis which 
follows in subsequent slides (7 slides total). 

Response 6: Although the cost to restore the existing REDCAP area is apparently a contractual 
requirement not foreseen by the T&E JCSG, the total costs to move and house those portions of 
REDCAP necessary to meet T&E needs will be accounted for. We can not comment on their 
derived figures without knowing the basis and supporting documentation upon which they were 
drawn. However, we expect the total costs will be much lower than the costs portrayed in their 
submittal. REDCAP capabilities to be moved will not require a new facility. We do not 
anticipate any problems with completion of the environmental impact analysis process. 

The BRAC recommendation to disestablish REDCAP was made within the T&E JCSG 
consisting of OSD, Defense Agencies, and the services. The Air Force did not make a unilateral 
decision with respect to REDCAP. The results of the site surveys will be briefed by HQ AFMC 
on 2 May to the BCEG for approval. Once approved, this information will be available. 

My staff and I are available to answer additional questions if necessary and are ready to 
provide additional assistance. AFlTE point of contact is Lt Col London, 697-1 165. AFIRT 
point of contact is Maj Michael Wallace, 695-4667. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Birmingham Regional Hearings Slides, 4 Apr 95 
2. CALSPAN Presentation, 7 Apr 95 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DTXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 8. 1995 

Major G& Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
specidf AsShmt to the Chidof StafF 

for Base Redigmat and T d t l o n  

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELL4 
R L B e C A  COX 
6tN J. m. DIVIS.  U M C  (RRT) *. u c  KUNO 
RAOM W W A M I N  F. WONTOY& U8N tRm) 
)*d JOSUE ROmLOOe JR- WA (RKl') 
WENOI LOUISE STCELL 

1670 kir ~orcs Pentagon 
W&@O~, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear acnaal Blume: 

I am f b m a d q  an attached "Defbcm Support hithtive," pteduned at the April 4th 
Birmin- Rqional Ha&@ by the Okalcwa County Economic Development Coud .  an 
attachd "REDCAP Rdgamat :  Thc Facts," pmmtcd to the Commission on April 7th and an 
attached YAmuica, Montatq Our Heritage, Our Future: Malmstrom," presented at the March 
3 1st Great Fans Regional Hearing. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appraciatc your 
written comments on the a l t 4 y c s  presented no later than April 30,1995. Thank you for your 
assistance m this matter- 

Air Forcc Team Leader 

Attachments 



OKALOOSA COUNTY ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

DEFENSE SUPPORT INITIATIVE 

EGLIN'S EMTE \ 
RATED HIGHEST IN 
FUNCTIONAL VALUE 
OF ALL DOD EC 
-RANGES 
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HOWEVER AIR FORCE DECIDES TO 
DISMANTLE EMTE AND DISCONTINUE 
EGLI N'$ EC LEADERSHIP ROLE 
- ESTABLISH EDWARDS AS EC SINGLE FACE TO THE 

CUSTOMER 
- MOVE 8 SIMULATORS 8 2 POD SYSTEMS TO NELLlS 

RANGE COMPLEX 
LEAVE REMAINING EMTE ASSETS FOR AFSOC 
TRAINING AND SUPPORT OF WEAPONS TESTING 
BUT WlTHOUT UPGRADE FUNDING 

- CLOSE REDCAP & AFEWES %I MOVE THEIR ASSETS TO 
EDWARDS 

- UPGRADE EDWARD'S BENEFIELD ANECHOIC 
CHAMBER TO ACCOMPLISH EC MISSION AT A COST OF 
$140NI 



AIR FORCE STATES THESE ACTIONS WILL : 
- SAVE $48M OVER 20 YEARS 
- HAVE NO ADVERSE IMPACT ON AFSOC, ACC OR 

OTHER EMTE USERS 



REALITY IS THAT THESE ACTIONS WILL: 
- INCREASE THE COST OF EC TESTiNG TO THE 

CUSTOMER I 

>I COST OF DOING BUSINESS - CIVILIAN PAY- - - -  
\ a , '.' 

I 1- a CONTRACTOR COSTS, DATA REDUCTION, 'etc, ARE 
. : ,.'! - -. . . ' r '  . .J 

HIGHER IN WESTERN U.S. 
.";' Ji".\" , ,\! ' N TDY COSTS WILL INCREASE FOR AFSOC, WRALC & 

, -. ..lJ 
? .. ACC 

u TANKER SUPPORT WILL BE REQUIRED DUE TO 
,, ' . DISTANCES BETWEEN STAGING BASES AND 

. : .;\:, ' . RANGES 
1: ' .  



EDCIDSI 

8 
G1 REALITY (CONT) 
f - CREATE ADDITIONAL MCP REQUIREMENTS 

i ID AWC MAY HAVE TO MOVE WEST f 0 ACCOMPLISH 
ITS EC OT&E MISSION 

- IMPACT AFSOC'S EC READINESS 
QUlCK REACTION EC FIXES, REQUIRED IN ALL 
CONTINGENCIES, WILL BE DELAYED 



RECOMMEND BRAC ANALYZE.AIR FORCE 
EC DECISION FOR: 
- TOTAL AIR FORCE COST IMPACT vs AFMC COST 

REDUCTION 
- OVERALL T&E, OTIE AND EC TRAINING IMPACT FOR 
THE AIR FORCE 

- SOUNDNESS OF THE DECISION TO DISMANTLE THE 
DOD EC RANGE RATED HIGHEST IN FUNCTIONAL 
VALUE AND RECREATE IT IN THE WESTERN US IN AN 
ERA OF DECLINING MILITARY BUDGETS 



P CALSPAN 

MAJOR REDCAP EVENTS 

First Radar stmulation - company sponsored 
Continuous small to medium upgrades 
Major upgrade to support B1A 
Continuous small to medium upgrades 
Addition of Soviet AWACS 
Start of Major Upgrade 
New Battle Management and Datalinks 
New Ground lADS and Link to other Facilities 
Integrate Radars into New Architecture . 

Advanced Radars 
Advanced Radars 

CALSPAN . 



REDCAP Realignment - 
The TESTER'S Perspective 

SSERTlOy 

Required test activities and necessary support 
equipment will be relocated to the Air Force Flight 
Test Center ( A M C )  at Edwards AFB, CA. Any 
remaining equipment will be disposed of. 

&!a 
REDCAPisirrtheftnaistagiesda$75(UUpgrade 
scheduled for completion in Oct 1995. The total 

facility b needed to perform REDCAP'S midon, 
failure to move the d m  facility and its capabil- 
itlea rrlP significantly clrQnds t&p NaHon'a 
Electronic Combat 

F i x  

, .c 'IF 
"d 
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f 
CALSPAN 

TEST 

FALLACIES ON UTILIZATION 

REDCAP/EMTE/AFEWES LINKAGE 
REDCAP EF111 TEST 
PMTC NOISE QUALITY 
ESD TEST PROGRAM 
WARLOCK TEST PROGRAM 
8-2 M&S TESTING 
TACTICAL A/C DECOY TEST 
MLAT 1 

AVERAGE 

ELAPSED 
TlME 

SIMULATOR TEST 
PREP TEST REPORT & 

ANALYSIS 

ALL UNITS ARE IN DAYS SIMULATOR 
USAGE 

TEST TIME IS 15% OF SIMULATOR USAGE TlME 

I 

CALSPAN 



CALSPAN 
* 

THE MILITARY VALUE OF REDCAP 

IS NOT JUST FROM TESTING 

TYPICAL TEST PROGRAM TIMELINES 

PREPARATION 
TESTING 
ANALYSIS 
WEEKS OR MONTHS I I I t 

I 
8 

I I 
8 8 

I I 
8 n I I 

I I m I I 
CALSPAN ' 

, - - -  - - + -- --- 



REDCAP WORKLOAD 
ACTUAL WORKLOAD ALWAYS EXCEEDS PROJECTED 

CALSPAN /I 



'f CALSPAN 

REDCAP IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN EVER BEFORE 

IN A DECLINING DEFENSE ENVIRONMENT, REDCAP 
ACTIVKY IS INCREASING BECAUSE THE ELECTRONIC 

COMBAT COUMUNlTY MUST FIND MORE 
ECONOMICAL METHODS OF TESTING 

FLIGHT TESTING ON OPEN AIR RANGES 
TYPICALLY COSTS 10 TO 20 TIMES AS MUCH AS 

REDCAP TESTING 

FLIGHT TESTING CANNOT ANSWER THE QUESTION 
OF HOW A SYSTEM WILL PERFORM AGAINST A SPECIAC 

COUNTRY 

CALSFAN , 
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REDCAP Realignment - 
The TESTER'S Perspective 

Assumlng no ecomk recovery, thle recornmew 
dation could r e a l  In a rnaxlmum potemtlal nducUon 
of 5 lobs (3 direct job and 2 indirect jolw) over the 
1996-2001 period fn Erle County, New Yo& economk 
area, which is bsa that 0.1 percent of economic area 

Currecrlly, REDCAP employs 76 Q r o f a d o ~ k  at 
Calspan (50 direct, 25 indirect); it moved, ail ol these 
jobs wouM dlrrppear. The IndlW economic 1mp.d 
on Erie County, Nrnrr Vork bs unknown. 

b 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504 

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 10, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL C O R N E L U  
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of St& 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 

Due to continued community interest and recent national news coverage we request you 
perform an additional COBRA run on Brooks AFB with the following assumptions. 

a. Cantonment of Brooks AFB with base support provided by Lackland AFB. 

b. Retain HSC, Armstrong Lab, School of Aerospace Medicine, AFCEE, and YA in 
cantonment at Brooks. 68th Intel Sqdn and 710th Intel Flight (AFRES) relocate to Lackland. 

c. Review and carefilly estimate the number of positions that could be eliminated with a 
closure of Brooks but cantonment of major missions. In other words, identify the number of 
BOS-payroll positions that and canton the missions with 
the base support provided by 

In order to assist the Comrmsslon in its work we request this information to be provided 
no later than M ~ ~ A  1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

h 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

2 6 M U  I;:: 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Analysis (RT Taslcer 378) 7 1 
Our response to your tasker of April 20,1995 (950410-24) is attached. The Air F o m  in 

generating a concept of operations gave due consideration to the Community's concept of operations 
which was provided to us as a separate tasking (950504-3). The COBRA analysis for the 
Community's concept of operations tasking will be provided under separate cover. 

The Air Force views "paper studies" dealing with cantonments of laboratories cautiously due 
to the complexity of leaving substantial operations in a stand alone or cantoned scenario. m e  failure to 
reduce laboratory capacity by altering the closure of Brooks AFB, and consolidating functions at 
Wright-Patterson AFB, will leave excess capacity within the Air Force. 'Ihe Air Force continues to 
believe the community's pmposal would not achieve needed savings and reductions of infrastructure, 
and relies on assumptions of support that may not be practical for the long-ten. As a result, the Air 
Force would not favor this alternative and hopes you will take this into consideration in your review of 
the SECDEF recommendation. 

I trust this responds to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695-6766, is my point of contact. 
4 

BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
Attachment: 
Brooks (Cantonment) COBRA 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 112 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25WY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\lBMAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 2000 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -115,186 
1-Time Cost($K): 21,802 

Net Costs (8K) Constant 
1996 . - - - 

Mi lCon - 233 
Person 0 
Overhd 191 
Mov i ng 0 
Missi o 0 
Other 0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-11,973 
-1,103 

0 
2,808 

0 

TOTAL -42 1,023 13,683 -10,268 -10,268 -10,268 

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

O f f  0 0 29 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 134 0 0 0 
c i  v 0 0 87 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 250 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 0 35 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 260 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i  v 0 0 21 2 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 507 0 0 0 

Summary : 
- - - -  - - - -  

Tota 1 

COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
Lack land AFB suppl ies BOS 
Retain HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants 
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) relocates t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH retained a t  Brooks, QOL applied, tab le  top estimates (no s i t e  survey) 
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT0378 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA 6.08) - Page 212 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\8RO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Costs ( 8 K )  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 822 7,398 
Person 0 0 2,586 
Overhd 191 357 961 
Moving 0 0 3,670 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 7,715 

TOTAL 191 1,179 22.331 

Savings (SK) Constant Do 1 Lars 
1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - - - - - - 

Mi lCon 233 0 0 
Person 0 0 7,641 
Overhd 0 157 826 
Mov i ng 0 0 180 
Missio 0 0 0 
Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL 233 157 8,647 

To ta l  - - - - -  
8,220 
6,364 
3,429 
3,670 
8,424 
7.715 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
233 

47,338 
6,212 
180 
0 
0 

Beyond --.--- 
0 

1,259 
640 

0 
2,808 

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
13,232 
1,743 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : Air  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario FiLe : R:\COBRA\25WY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  FiLe : R:\COBRA\lBMAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
201 4 
201 5 

cost ( 8 )  - - - - - - -  
-42,138 

1,022,729 
13,683,484 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10.260.523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268.523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 
-10,268,523 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
-41,570 
981.947 

12,786,218 
-9.338.381 
-9,088,448 
-8,845,205 
-8,608.472 
-8,376,075 
-8,153,844 
-7,935,615 
-7.723.226 
-7,516.522 
-7,315,350 
-7.119.562 
-6,929,014 
-6,743,566 
-6,563.081 
-6,387.427 
-6,216.474 
-6,050.096 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25WY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18WY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

(ALL values i n  Do1 Lars) 

Category 
- - - - - - - -  
Construction 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C iv i  l i a n  RIF 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Mov i ng 
C iv i  l i e n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total 

Other 
HAP / RSE 215,573 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 7,500,000 

Tota l  - Other 7,715,573 -------------------------*---.--------------------.-----.-.-.---.---.--------- 
Tota l  One-Time Costs 21,802,071 ------------------------------------------------------.----------------------- 
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 233,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 180,550 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings O - 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------.-- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 413,550 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 21,388,521 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fctrs  FiLe : R:\COBRA\l8MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  8K 
Total  IMA 

Base Name Mi lCon Cost 
- - - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - -  
BROOKS 6.908 0 
LACKLAND 1.312 0 
BASE X 0 0 -------.--------------------------------------- 
Totals: 8,220 0 

Land 
Purch - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

Cost 
Avoid 
- - - - -  
- 233 

0 
0 

Total 
Cost - - - - -  
6,675 
1,312 

0 
- - - - - -  
7.987 



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA 14.08) 
Oata As O f  07:35 05/26/1995. Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: BROOKS. TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students - - - - - - - - - -  --------.- --.------- 

640 999 0 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - * -  - -. - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 187 0 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 11 1 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 -222 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 76 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

827 1,110 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: LACKLAND, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 9 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 171 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 159 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 

To Base: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 26 0 0 
En l i s t e d  0 0 89 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
Giv i  l i ens  0 0 53 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 

C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
1.766 

2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 187 
0 11 1 
0 0 
0 -222 
0 76 

C i v i l i a n s  ------.--- 
1,544 

2001 To ta l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 9 
0 171 
0 0 
0 159 
0 339 

2001 To ta l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 26 
0 89 
0 0 
0 53 
0 168 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 
Students 0 0 
C iv i  l ians 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 

BROOKS, TX) :  
1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
35 0 0 

260 0 0 .  
0 0 0 

21 2 0 0 
507 0 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 -.-- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 - 29 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 -134 0 0 
C iv i  l ians 0 0 -87 0 0 
TOTAL 0 O -250 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students -.-------- --.-.----- - - - - - - - - - -  

763 716 0 

2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 35 
0 260 
0 0 
0 21 2 

0 507 

2001 Tota l  

C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
1,245 



PERSONNEL SUMMRY REPORT (COBRA 14.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUWRY FOR: LACKLAND, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - * -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,787 4,738 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  .--- m e - -  - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  0 0 9 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 171 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  l i ans  0 0 159 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LACKLAND, 
1996 1997 1998 . -. - - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 0 9 
En l i s t e d  0 0 171 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 159 
TOTAL 0 0 339 

TX) : 
1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  -.-.------ ---.-.---- 

1,796 4,909 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

736 3.263 0 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: BROOKS, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 .--- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - 
O f f i ce rs  0 0 26 0 0 
Enl is ted 0 0 89 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 53 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 0 26 0 0 
En l i s ted  0 0 89 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  Lians 0 0 53 0 0 
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

762 3,352 0 

C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
2,578 

2001 To ta l  
- - - -  ----. 

0 9 
0 171 
0 0 
0 159 
0 339 

2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 9 
0 171 
0 0 
0 159 
0 339 

C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
2,737 

C iv i  l i ans  

11,455 

2001 Tota l  

2001 Tota l  

C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  

11.508 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rate .--- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear Ly Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C iv i  l ians Avai lab le t o  Move 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 212 
0 5 
0 3 
0 8 
0 3 
0 193 
0 19 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 2 1 2  0 0 0 212 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 0 1 9 7  0 0 0 197 
New C iv i  Lians Hi red 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 5  
Other C iv i  l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 4  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 8 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 52 0 0 0 52 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 1 5 0 0 0 1 5  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable fo r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

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

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.OW 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 113 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Brooks Cantonment 
: R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
: R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - - -  (8K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemp Loyment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1 -Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per D i m  
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Mi sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP I RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i  l e  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  

: A i r  Force 
: Brooks Cantonment 
: R:\COBRA\25MY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
: R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

Beyond -----. 
0 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 
RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  ONE-TIME SAVES 

- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
o w  
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En 1 Salary 
House A L Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 ---.- 
0 

2,520 
3,692 

0 
14,202 

0 

7.985 
16,953 
8,197 

0 
0 
0 
0 

53,550 

53.964 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o w  
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  - - - - -  

1,386 

21 5 
0 
0 

7,500 
0 

21,388 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
0 

-2,520 
-1.133 

0 
0 

-14,202 
0 

-24,938 
-3,160 

0 
8,424 

0 
0 

-37.530 

-16,141 

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

RPMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

- 630 - 473 
0 
0 

-4,058 
0 

-7,125 - 790 

0 
2,808 

0 
0 

-10.268 

-10.268 TOTAL NET COST -42 1,023 13,663 - 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995. Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Base - - - -  
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

Personne 1 SF 
Change %Change Change %Change ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - * - - -  

-757 -22% -343,000 -18% 453 
339 4% 0 0% 0 
168 1 % 0 0% 0 

Base - - - -  
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

Base - - - -  
BROOKS 
LACKLAND 
BASE X 

RPMA($) BOS(8) 
Change %Change ChglPer Change %Change Chg/Per 

RPMABOS($) 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-1,743,232 -14% 2,303 
494,010 2% 1,457 
145,737 OX 867 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\0EPOTFIN.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  Beyond ----------.--- - - - -  - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - _ -  .__- _ _ _ _ _  _____. 
RPMA Change 0 -157 -472 -630 -630 -630 -2,520 -630 
BOS Change 0 0 286 -473 -473 -473 -1.133 -473 
Housing Change 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 -------------.-------.-------------------------------------------------------- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 -157 -186 -1,103 -1,103 -1,103 -3,653 -1,103 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Oata As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\0EPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
BROOKS, TX 
LACKLAND, TX 
BASE X 

Strategy: 

Rea 1 i gnment 
Rea lignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - -  
COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION. 
Lack land AFB suppl ies BOS 
Retain HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants 
68 I n t e l  Squadron and 710 I n t e l  F l i g h t  (AFRES) relocates t o  Lackland AFB 
MFH retained a t  Brooks, POL applied, tab le top estimates (no s i t e  survey) 
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT0378 

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

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: -------.-- 
BROOKS, TX 
BROOKS, TX 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - - 
LACKLANO, TX 
BASE X 

Distance: 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from BROOKS, TX t o  LACKLANO, TX 

1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - - - - - -  
O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 0 9 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 0 171 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 159 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 2,733 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 0 0 
Mi l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 0 0 19 
Heavy/Specia 1 Vehicles: 0 0 15 

Transfers from BROOKS. TX t o  BASE X 

Of f icer  Posit ions: 
Enl is ted Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 640 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 999 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 1,766 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 19.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 1.918 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 106 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
Fre ight  Cost ($ITon/Mi le):  0.07 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 1,787 
To ta l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 4,738 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 2,578 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 21.0% 
C iv i  l ians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  0 
En l i s t e d  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 10,008 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 106 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 80 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 97 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07 

Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
Tota l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l ians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f icer  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
Enl is ted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/TonlMile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

Yes 
NO 

6,147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
I-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Act iv  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (8K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Mi sc Recurring Save(8K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (%) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(8K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (8K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 7,500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 2,808 2,808 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

10% 90% 0% 0% 
50% 50% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc  F a m i l y  Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - -. - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

10% 90% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 '2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami Ly Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

Off Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - Mi li tary:  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: BROOKS, TX 

Descript ion - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Renovate 87141705 
Relocate ALICFTS 
Relocate C l i n i c  
Cal ibrat ion t o  8186 
RAM Waste 
HSClIN 
LS 8 OSI 
Ren 8531. 8537, 8538 
Road A l te r  
Meter and u t i l i t y  
Fence and Gates 
PBD 

Cat eg - - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New M i  lCon -----.---- 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

Rehab Mi [Con Tota l  Cost(SK) ---.-------- ----.--------- 
0 2,422 
0 300 
0 299 
0 271 
0 16 
0 31 5 
0 540 
0 61 0 
0 88. 
0 1,238 
0 241 
0 568 

Name: LACKLAND, TX 

Descript ion Categ New Mi LCon Rehab Mi LCon To ta l  Cost(8K) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  ----.------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
ADAL INTEL OPS OTHER 0 0 1,046 
COMM OTHER 0 0 158 
P&D OTHER 0 0 108 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing M i  lCon: 80.00% 
Off icerSalary(8 lYear) :  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
Enl is ted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost(81Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C iv i l i anSa la ry (8 lYear ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Regular Ret i  r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay  actor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28.800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(8): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Oata As O f  07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment 
Scenario F i l e  : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : R:\COBRA\l8MAY95\OEPOTFIN.SFF 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui Lding SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MilCon Design Rate: 
MiLCon SIOH Rate: 
Mi icon Contingency P Lan Rate: 
MitCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate fo r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate fo r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

MaterialIAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHGPerEn lFami ly (Lb) :  9,000.00 
H H G P e r M i l S i n g l e ( L b ) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehic le($/Mi le)  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
AvgMi lTourLength (Years ) :  4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour) : 6,437 .OO 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANOARO FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Horizontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operationa 1 
Administrat ive 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT & E Faci li t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci li t i e s  
Environmental 

Category - - - - - - - -  
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional ~ategor; L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Vehicle data provided by telecon, 1/5/95 

One-Time Moving, One-Time Unique, provided AFMC 04/30/95-5/3/95 

UM $/UM - - - - - -  
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 

MILCON data AFMC 5/15/95 

Personnel AF/PE 5/15/95 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELIA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

April 12, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

Please provide the following back-up data for the Air Force COBRA on the "Option 
Rome Lab to Hanscom and Ft Monmouth, NJ" (COBRA file name RL-Hm42.CBR, also known 
as Rome-Lab. CBR): 

- All of the source documents for the Rome Lab-Griffiss Manpower Calculations 
(assuming - 50150 directorate split) spreadsheet source documents and 
calculations, including PE worksheets, MFR Mlezvia data, AFICV data, and all 
COBRA assumptions. 

-- Rome Lab Distributed Space Calculations spreadsheet CE source calculations, 
including an explanation of the BOS and hnctional tails numbers and 
assumptions. 

-- A detailed description, including calculations, of how the COBRA personnel and 
overhead costs and savings were derived. 

-- Manpower Adjusted Base Line Total of 933 PE data, and modified PE data 
la1 5/95, calculations supporting the elimination of 50 personnel. 

- Basis for force structure changes by 1997 by year. 

- Source data for One-Time Unique Costs ($K), One-Time Moving Costs, and 
MILCON, including 2/3/95 CE cost estimate worksheets, when site surveys were 
conducted, their duration, and who conducted them. 

- DODIAir Force definitions and grosslnet square footage allowances for 
administrative space vice laboratory space; light, medium, and heavy laboratory 
space; and light and heavy SCIF space. 



-- COBRAs for the following Rome Lab-Gfiss options as shown on the 
"bucket" chart used to brief the Secretary of the Air Force on February 3, 1995: 

- Option 1-- Consolidate Air Force C41 R&D 

- Option 2 - Consolidate Most C41 Research At Fort Monmouth 

- Option 3 -- Consolidate Air Force C41 (Mobile-Army and 
Airborne-Air Force. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of these COBRAS, I would appreciate the 
data no later than April 28, 1995. If you have any questions regarding this request, please contact 
Dick Helmer, Cross Service Team Analyst (703-696- 0504, ext. 177). Thank you for your 
assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMlSSlON (Mr. Francis A. ~ v l l o .  Jr.) P 
FROM: AF/RT 

SUBJECT: Rome Lab COBRA Back-Up Data (RT Tasker 388) 

In your letter of 12 Apr 95, you requested back-up data for the Air Force COBRA on the "Option Rome 
Lab to H,ulscom and Ft. Monmouth, NJ". In response, we have included information on each of the eight areas 
you requested. - .  -- . 

Request 1. All of the source documents for the Rome Lab-Griffss Manpower Calculations (assuming 50/50 
directorate split) spreadsheet source documents and calculations, including PE worksheets, MFR Mleziva 
data, AF/CV data, and all COBRA assumptions: 

Response 1. The manpower split for the Rome Lab to HanscornFt. Monmouth Recommendation was developed as 
follows: 

a. An overall concept for the option was developed: Relocate to Ft Monmouth that research which was 
not directed to Air Force only applications. This translated into (1) research that was not uniquely Air Force 
(e.g., Photonics) and (2) research that had applicability to both the Air Force and Army (e.g., Tactical Radios). 

b. A description of the Rome Laboratory research activities down to the branch level (Atch 1) was 

b obtained from the Commander, Rome Lab. Based upon the overall concept described above, the Rome Lab 
activities (Directorate, Division, Branch) were allocated to Hanscom or Ft. Monmouth. Refer to the SECAF 

...a recommendation (Atch 2) for a listing of which activities went where. The proper location for Software 
Technology Division was determined in a conference between SECAF, AFICV, and the BCEG on 02 Feb 94. 

c. Since we are using 199714 as the manpower baseline, and since AFPE does not keep 1997 m'mpower 
projections down to the branch level, the current distribution of personnel was used as a surrogate for the 
determination of how m'my personnel would go to Hanscom and Ft. Monmouth (ref Atch 3). 

d. The current mission workload was adjusted in accordance with the distribution of activities (b above) 
and the associated numbers from the current personnel distribution (c above). The revised totals (current 
manpower numbers) were proportionally adjusted to arrive at the AFPE 199714 manpower baseline. Additionally, 
a 4% savings due to the consolidation at Hanscom of the two geographically separate units; a closure savings was 

- projected based on Base Operations Support (BOS) equivalent savings for the cantoned Rome Lab; and planned 
force structure changes were applied. This resulted in the manpower numbers used in the COBRA analysis. The 
AF/PE 199714 baseline (933 positions) was reduced by 50 positions (28 BOS savings plus 22 consolidation 
savings) to 883 which was divided into 374 to Ft. Monmouth and 509 to Hanscom AFB. 

Request 2. Rome Lab Distributed Space Calculations Spreadsheet CE source calculations, including an 
explanation of BOS and functional tail numbers and assumptions: 

Response 2. The laboratory space requirements, availability, and cost for refurbishment/consuuction are included 
in the CE estimates at attachment 4. The BOS and functional tails are estimated by AFPE. Base operating 
support (BOS) tail manpower represent? the incremental support manpower that would be needed at the receiving 
site to support the manpower being moved by BRAC. It is computed as follows: 

Total BOS = 9.6% x mission manpower moved + 2% x drill manpower 
However, for AFMC bases this factor is adjusted as: 



9.6% x military mission m~ulpower moved + 8% x civilian mission manpower moved + 
2% x drill manpower 

Once total BOS is determined, it is distributed as: 
normal factor: 1% officer, 75% enlisted, 24% civilian 
for AFMC bases: 1% officer, 25% enlisted. 74% civilian 

Request 3. A detailed description, including calculations, of how COllRA personnel and overhead costs and 
savings were derived: 

Response 3. Personnel costs and savings &e determined by the COBRA softwCm package version 5.08. The 
algorithms for the software are attached (Atch 5). 

Request 4. Manpower Adjusted Baseline Total of 933 PE data, and modified PE data 12/15/95, calculations 
supporting the elimination of 50 personnel: 

Response 4. The PE data used for the Rome Laboratory COBRA analysis is attached (Atch 6). The elimination of 
50 people was due to a 4% savings from the consolidation at Hanscom of the two geographically separate units and 
a closure savings (BOS equivalent for the cantoned Rome Lab). This resulted in the elimination of 50 positions (28 
closure savings plus 22 consolidation savings). 

Request 5. Basis for force structure changes by 1997 by year. 

Response 5. The force structure changes in the COBRA analysis represent the anticipated changes between the 
fourth quarter 1994 base population and the AFPE projection of the population in the fourth quarter of 1997. The 
primary changes for Rome Lab were the transfer of support manpower positions from Air Combat Command as a 
result of the Griffiss AFB closure and conversion of military positions to civilian. 

Request 6. Source data for One-Time Unique Costs ($K), One-Time Moving Costs, and MILCON, including 
2/3/95 CE cost estimate worksheets, when site surveys were conducted, their duration, and who conducted 
them: 

Response 6. The one time unique costs are based on the combination of civilian leave (standard formula) and 
utility upgrade requirements (Atch 7), the one time moving costs are directly from the certified data (Atch 8). and 
the MILCON estimates are from W E P P  (Atch 4). Site surveys were conducted as follows: 

Survev Dateh) Particivants 
Pre Site Survey (Hanscom) 13 Jan 95 AF/RT/cE 
Pre Site Survey (Ft Monmouth) 17 Jan 95 AF/RT/CE 
Initial Site Survey 27-3 1 Mar 95 AFMC/XP/CE 
Site Survey 10-14 Apr 95 AFMC/XP/CE/SC, ESC/CC/AV/CE/IN, 

HQ USAFICE, 66SPTGlSC. & RLICE 

Request 7. DODIAir Force definitions and grosslnet square footage allowances for administrative space vice 
laboratory space; light, medium, and heavy laboratory space; and light and heavy SCIF space: 

Response 7. Administrative space; light. medium, and heavy laboratory space; and light and heavy SCIF space are 
defined as shown in attachment 9. In reference to administrative space and prewired workstations, a maximum of 
162 square foot gross shall be used along with additional justified special purpose spaces (AFH 32-1084 -- 
DRAFT). Additionally, the ~rewired workstations are authorized and shall be used for administrative areas which 
contain at least 1,000 square feet of contiguous net office space. If the project includes prewired workstations, the 



authorized gross square footage shall be reduced to 135 square feet with additional justified special purpose spaces 
(Engineering Technical Letter 90-2). 

For laboratory spBce (light, medium, and heavy) and SCIF space (light and heavy) the Air Force has not published 
any standard facility requiretnents. Grosslnet square footage allowances are determined based on validated user 
requirements. 

Request 8. COBRAS for the following Rome Lab-Griffiss options as shown on the "bucket" chart used to 
brief the Secretary of the Air Force on February 3,1995: 

- Option 1--Consolidate Air Force C41 R&D 
- Option 2--Consolidate Most C41 Research at Ft. Monmouth 
- Option 3--Consolidate Air Force C41 (Mobile-Army and Airborne-Air force) 

Response 8. The COBRA runs you requested are included as attachments 10, 11, and 12. 

My point of contact for this action is Major Wallace, AFIRTR, DSN 225-4578 

Realignment & Transition 

Attachments: 
1) RL Research Activity Descriptions 
2) RL SECAF recommendation 
3) Personnel Distribution Memos and Spreadsheets 
4) CE MILCON Estimates 
5) COBRA Algorithms 
6) RL PE Data 
7) Army Facility Upgrade Data 
8) Certified Data for RL One-Time Moving Costs 
9) Space Definitions 
10) COBRA - Consolidate Air Force C41 R&D 
11) COBRA - Consolidate Most C41 Research at Ft. Monrnouth 
12) COBRA - Consolidate Air Force C41 (Mobile-Army and Airborne-Air force) 

- - - - . SiPC- 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

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

Dear General Blume: 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of the DoD's recommendations concerning 
Griffiss Air Force Base, I am requesting your assistance with respect to the following issues: 

1. The DoD has recommended the closure of the minimum essential runway at Griffiss Air Force 
Base. In doing so, the DoD report indicates a loss of 150 civilians fiom Griffiss Air Force Base. 
The Air Force COBRA indicates only the reduction of 15 civilians fiom GriEss Air Force Base. 
It would appear the remaining 135 will be realigned to Fort Drum. After discussions with 
personnel from Fort Drum, their initial indications are that they need only an additional 25 
individuals to operate the Fort Drum airfield after the runway extension. Could you please 
confirm that there will be 150 civilians authorized to care for the minimum essential airfield, and 
that the Air Force intends to realign 135 civilian authorizations to Fort Drum? Is there a potential 
savings in civilian authorizations if Fort Drum needs only 25 additional authorizations, or would 
this not be considered a savings because 150 authorizations required to take care of the airfield at 
Griffiss AFB are more than anticipated when the Air Force proposed to realign Griffiss AFB in 
1993? Also, if the Air Force is paying 150 civilians to care for the minimum essential airfield, why 
is there an additional annual overhead charge of $12.0M per year? 

2. Following staffvisits to Tinker and Griffiss Air Force Base, questions arose concerning the 
inactivation of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG). Personnel at Tinker AFB 
indicated that not as many military and civilians are going fiom Griffiss AFB to Tinker AFB as 
indicated in the DoD report. (146 military and 330 civilians) This is a concern for the Tinker 
community because personnel departing Tinker AFB due to air logistic center base closure actions 
does not look as bad because there are incoming personnel from the 485th EIG. But since the 
number of authorizations incoming to Tinker AFB is not high as indicated in the report, Tinker 
AFB may be losing more authorizations than previously indicated. In addition, personnel fiom 
Griffiss AFB indicated that some of their authorizations for personnel were going to Keesler AFB, 
and that Keesler AFB should be added to the list of bases where 485th EIG authorizations are to 
be going. 



Could you please provide us with a list of authorizations &om the 485 EIG, where these 
authorizations are going to by installation, and how many authorizations have been reduced. 
Could you please provide us this information broken out by officer/enlisted/civilian? 

Could you please provide us this information by May 15, 1995. Thank you for your 
assistance. 

Air Force Team Leader 





DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

0 5 MAY 199s 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: AFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

7 
SUBJECT: Response to Questions on 485 EIG 

The following is the Air Force response to paragraph 2 of your enclosed April 12, 1995 
request for data concerning authorizations for the 485th EIG. Paragraph 1 was answered 
previously. 

STATEMENT: Could you please provide us with a list of authorizations from the 485 
EIG, where these authorizations are going to by installation, and how many authorizations have 
been reduced. Could you please provide us this information broken out by 
officer/enlisted/civilian? 

RESPONSE: If the 485 EIG, Gfliss AFB were redirected, Tinker AFB would receive a 
total of 402 authorized positions. As you stated, the DoD report indicated 146 military positions 
and 330 civilians, which added up to 476 authorized positions (Please note the DoD report failed 
to take into account a savings of 77 positions, and at that time, it also understated, by 3, the 
number of civilian authorizations going to Tinker.). Of 402 authorizations going to Tinker AFB, 
we have recently determined that 291 will be civilian positions and 1 11 will be military 
positions. Concerning the question of moving some of these EIG authorizations to Keesler AFB, 
the Air Force is not pursuing such an action. 

. BLUME, Jr.,Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 

Realignment and Transition 





DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES A I R  FORCE 

i 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr) 

FROM: HQ USAFRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330- 1670 

- - .-., 
4"- 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 ANG Informati@, 950412-12 
F 

The following response will answer your questions in paragraph one of your 12 April 
1995 letter. 

STATEMENT: Could you please confirm there will be 150 civilian authorizations to 
care for the minimum essential airfield, and that the Air Force intends to realign 135 civilian 
authorizations to Fort Drum? 

RESPONSE: There will not be 150 civilian authorizations at Griffiss to care for the 
minimum essential airfield. There will be 15 DoD contract quality assurance civilians in place in 
1997 to administer the minimum essential airfield contracts. The remaining 135 authorizations 
have been turned back for money to pay for contractor operation of the minimum essential 
airfield. Therefore, any civilians at Griffiss that are operating the minimum essential 
beyond the programmed 15 DoD authorizations quality assurance personnel will be contractor 
personnel. When the economic impact was discussed for input to DoD recommendations, the 
question was asked how many contractor personnel would be operating the airfield. The answer 
was estimated at approximately 120-1 50 contractor personnel based on funding programmed to 
operate the airfield. When the recommendation was forwarded, the answer somehow got 
translated to 150 DoD civilians will be in place at Griffiss AFB to operate the minimum essential 

- airfield, and the assumption was also erroneously made they would transfer to Fort Drum. That 
is not the case. No DoD civilian authorizations were programmed for relocation to Fort Drum. 
The 15 DoD civilian that administer contracts will go away as well as any contracts for Griffiss 
minimum essential airfield maintenance . 

STATEMENT: Is there a potential savings in civilian authorizations if Fort Drum needs 
only 25 additional authorizations, or would this not be considered a savings because 150 
authorizations required to take care of the airfield at Griffiss AFB are more than anticipated when 
the Air Force proposed to realign Griffiss AFB in 1993? 



RESPONSE: Again, only 15 of the 150 DoD civilian authorizations exist at Griffiss AFB 
because 13 5 authorizations have been converted to dollars to administer contracts at Griffiss. 
Any additional personnel at the minimum essential airfield are contractor personnel and cannot 

. be taken as savings. However, the $12M that will be paid to the contractor for maintenance of 
the minimum essential airfield was programmed into COBRA as a savings. In conjunction with 
Army, we are currently validating any additional manpower requirements that may be needed for 
deployment of the 10th Infantry at Fort Drum. 

STATEMENT: Also, if the Air Force is paying 150 civilians to care for the minimum 
essential airfield, why is there an additional overhead charge of $12.OM per year? 

RESPONSE: For 1997,135 civilian authorizations of the 150 have been converted to 
dollars ($12M) to pay for contractor maintenance of the The minimum essential airfield 
will be run by a contractor and his people, as required by law. The 15 civilian authorizations 
difference are the contract quality assurance personnel. There is no additional $12.OM overhead 
charge. 

I I trust this information clears up any misconceptions generated by the economic report. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 



.DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: AFiRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington; DC 20330-1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Questions on 485 EIG (Reference #950412-12) 

The following is the Air Force response to paragraph 2 of your enclosed April 12, 1995 
quest for data concerning authorizations for the 485th EIG. lparagmph 1 was answered 
previously. 

STATEMENT: Could you please provide us with a list of authorizations from the 485 
EIG, where these authorizations are going to by installation, and how many authorizations have 
been reduced. Could you please provide us this information broken out by 
officer/edistedlcivilian? 

RESPONSE: If the 485 EIG, Griffiiss AFB were xedixected, Tinker AFB would receive a 
total of 402 authorized positions. As you stated, the DoD report indicated 146 military positions 
and 330 civilians, which added up to 476 authorized positions (Please note the DoD report failed 
to take into account a savings of 77 positions, and at that time, it also understated, by 3, the 
number of civilian authorizations going to Tinker.). Of 402 authorizations going to Tinker AFB, 
we have recently determined that 291 will be civilian positions and 11 1 will be military 
positions. Concerning the question of moving some of these EIG authorizations to Keesler AFB, 
the Air Force is not pursuing such an action. 

. BLUME, Jr.,Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the Chief of Staff for 

Realignment and Transition 
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.THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION . . 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARUNGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0509 

ALAN J- OIXOU. CHAIRMAN 

April 12,1995 

Major General Jay B l u e  ~A'ITN: Lt CaL Mary Tripp) 
S p a  Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

. for Base Realignment and T,mnsition 
Headquarten US,AF 
1670 Air Force Peutagon 
Wrishington, D.C. 20330-1670 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNtl lA 
REBECCA COX 
CFN J. A DAVIS. USA$ ( R m  . 
S. LEIS K U W E  
RADM PCNJIMIN 6 MOHTOYA. USN ( R h n  . 
M t  JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RCT) 
WEND1 LOUISE STESLE 

Dear General Blume: 

Iu order to assist the Commission in its review of the DoD's recommendatiom concrmiog . 

GI%& Air F O ~  Base, I am requesting your assistance with respect to the following . . 

1. Thc DcD has rcmmmcndcd the dosure of the heminimum euentid runway at Griffru Air Fom ' . 
Base. In doing so, the DoD report indicates a loss of 150 civlliPM h m  Grifiss Air Force Base. 
The Air Force COBM indicates only the reduction of IS chiliam from GrifEss Air Force Base. 
I t w o u l a s p p e a s t h e ~ g 1 3 5 w i l l b e d ~ e d t o F o r t D n u a  A A e r ~ o m w i t h  . 
persomd h m  ~ & r t  hum, tbdr ioitial indidom are that they aed only an additional 25 
inslvimuL to operate the F o ~  Drum airfield a&r the nmwsry aomdon 'Could you please 
sonfkn that ibae will be 150 civilians authoxized to care for the minbnah essential akfldd, and 
that th Air Po& ht&& to .d ign  135 dviiiian a u t h o ~ , o n s  to Fon I)tum? h there a potentid 
swings in civiIian authorizations if Fort Dnun needs only 25 additional autho~ons, or would . 

tbis not be considcrtd a savings because 150 ~ o r i n t i o l u  required totake atre of the a d d  at 
Gai& AFB are more t h  when the Air Forcc proposed to realign Griaiu AFB in 
19931 A h ,  if the Air Force k paying 150 civilians to care fm the minimum essentiat airfield, why 
'is then aa additional annuaI okhead charge of SlZ.OM per ytaR 

2 FoJIowing &visits to Tier and GIBS Air Force Base, guestions arose concerning the 
inactivstion of the 485th Engimering Instahtion Gmup (EIO). Persomel at T i  AFB 
indicated that not as many military and civirians are going ftom Griffiso AFB to T i  as 
iodicatalintheDoDrcport. (146miJbyond 330 adims) ThisisaconmnforthcTi 
a>llmnmity because jxmnnd -departiag Tinker AFB due to air logistic ceatq base closure actions 
does not look as bad bemuse there are incoming pcmnnei from the 485th EIG. But since the 
rmmba of authorizaZio~~ incoming to Tier AFB h not high as indicated in the nport, Tlnker 
AFB my be losing more authorizations than previousiy indicated In addition, pasonnel k r n  
GI%%s AFB indicated that some of their a u t h o ~ o n s  for personnel were going to Kenler AFB, 

. , and that Keesler AFB should be added to the Sk of bases where 4 5 5 t h ' ~ l ~  authorizations are to 
be going. 
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Could you please provide us with a list of authorizations fiom the 485 EIG, wkkthese . 

authorhiom are going to by Iaaalktion, and how many authorizations have been reduced. 
Could you please provide us this information broken out by ~fficer/tnliistcdcivilirn? . 

Could you please provide us this idormatiion by May 15,1995. Thank for your 
assis@ce. 

Air Force Team Leader 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 7 0 0  NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 12, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

Special Assistant to the Chief of StafT WENDI LOUISE STEELE 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 77 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

F W  T&M 5 ithis ~ U I T ~ C  

Dear General Blume: 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of the DoD's recommendations concerning 
Kirtland Air Force Base, I am requesting the following: 

1. Could you please provide us with copies of all site surveys associated with the proposed 
Kirtland Air Force Base realignment. 

2. Could you please provide us with the following information broken out by 
officer/enlisted/civilian as appropriate: 

a. The total number of DoD authorizations for Kirtland AFB broken out by organization. 

b. The total number of DoD authorizations that will be reduced by organization. 

c. The total number of DoD authorizations that will be realigned by organization, and to 
what installation they will be going. 

d. The total number of DoD authorizations that will remain at Kirtland AFB by 
organization. 

e. The total number of DoD authorizations that will be converted from military 
authorizations to civilian ones by organization. 

f The total number of contractors associated with Kirtland AFB. 

3. Could you please provide us any updated information for all the costs associated with 
cantoning the activities that are scheduled to remain after Kirtland Air Force Base is realigned? 

4. Does the Air Force own all the property which is currently considered part of Kirtland Air 
Force Base? 



5. Could you please provide us with concept of operations of who will own the property after the 
base is realigned? 

6.  If the base is realigned and DOE owns the property now considered Kirtland AFB, has the Air 
Force calculated the costs for renting the property required to continue the activities that will 
remain at Kirtland AFB? 

7. Has the Air Force calculated the costs associated with cantoning the activities associated with 
the Defense Nuclear Agency? 

8. Could you please tell us how long 58th Special Operations Wing simulator operations will be 
"down7' due to the relocation of the simulator? 

9. We understand that the Air Force continues to have meetings with DOE concerning the 
additional costs to DOE if Kirtland AFB realigns. Could you please provide us with any 
additional information concerning the realignment of Kirtland AFB as a result of these meetings. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review, I would appreciate this information no 
later than May 8, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

n 

~rdncis A. Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUAFITERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Your 12 April, 1995 Letter Reference Kirtland AFB Questions 

Kirtland Am. 

TAB 
Commission Questions Answers wlattachments b 



Question-1: Could you please provide us with copies of all site surveys associated with 

the proposed Kirtland Air Force Base realignment? 

Answer 1: The copies of the surveys are attachment 1 

Question 2: Could you please provide us with the following information broken out by 

officer/enlisted/civilian as appropriate: 

Question 2a:. The total number of DoD authorizations for Kirtland AFB broken 

out by organization. 

.Answer 2a: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 

Question 2b: The total number of DoD authorizations that will be reduced by 

organizations. 

Answer 2b: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 

Question 2c: The total number of DoD authorizations that will be realigned by 

organizations, and to what installation they will be going. 

Answer 2c: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 

Question 26: The total number of DoD authorizations that will remain at 

Kirtland AFB by organization 

Answer 2d: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 



Question 2e: The total number of DoD authorizations that will be converted 

from military authorizations to civilian ones by organization. 

Answer 2e: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2 

Question 2f: The total number of contractors associated with Kirtland AFB. 

Answer 2f: The numbers of contractor personnel used in the evaluation for 

Kirtland is done in contract manpower equivalents. Kirtland's contract manpower- 

equivalent is 722. 

Question 3: Could you please provide us any updated information for all the costs 

associated with cantoning the activities that are scheduled to remain after Kirtland Air 

Force Base is realigned? 

Answer 3: Briefing slides containing the latest cantonment information are at  

attachment 4. 

Question 4: Does the Air Force own all the property which is currently considered part of 

Kirtland Air Force Base? 

Answer 4: Property listing is at attachment 5 
* i  . 

Question 5: Could you please provide us with concept of operations of who will own the 

property after the base is realigned? 



Answer 55 - Ownership of the retained Kirtland AFB property after realignment is 

under review. It is expected, due to legal and environmental reasons the property 

will remain under Air Force ownership. 

Question 6: If the base is realigned and DOE owns the property now considered Kirtland 

Am, has the Air Force calculated the costs for renting the property required to continue 

the activities that will remain at Kirtland? 

Answer 6: The Air Force would retain any property it uses and not transfer it to 

DOE, thus no rent would be paid. The Air Force would pay a percentage of the 

infrastructure maintenance (roads, utilities, etc) if DOE maintained the property. 

Question 7: Has the Air Force calculated the costs associated with cantoning the 

activities associated with the Defense Nuclear Agency? 

Answer 7: The Air Force has not considered any costs to canton any additional part 

of DNA other than what has been proposed by the SECDEF (Radiation Simulator 

operations). The Air Force is currently evaluating the possibility of keeping DNA at 

Kirtland and will pass any appropriate information to the commission as it becomes 

available. 

Question 8: Could you please tell us how long 58th Special Operations Wing Simulator 

operations will be "down" due to the relocation of the simulator? 
. . 

Answer 8: No formal schedule has been created for the relocation of simulators and 

to transfer the training. Simulator transfer will be phased to maximize training 



availability. In many instances additional temporary aircrafi could be added to the - - .  

unit to meet shortfalls associated with the loss of simulator training if required. * 
Question 9: We understand that the Air Force continues to have meetings with DOE 

concerning the additional costs to DOE if Kirtland AFB realigns. Could you please 

provide us with any additional information concerning the realignment of Kirtland AFB 

as a result of these meetings? 

Answer 9: Copies of the DOE package and letter discussed between the Air Force 

and DOE is at attachment 6. 



Doculllellt Separator 



T H E  D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D I X O N ,  C H A I R M A N  

April 7, 1995 COMMISSIONERS:  
AL C O R N E L L A  
REBECCA C O X  
G E N  J. 8 .  DAVIS. U S A F  ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
R A D M  B E N J A M I N  F. MONTOYA.  U S N  ( R E T )  
MG J O S U E  ROBLES,  JR.. U S A  ( R E T )  
WEND1 L O U I S E  S T E E L E  

Major General Jay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

I Dear General Blume: 

You provided us a revised COBRA for Malmstrom AFB which includes an additional 
$60M for the cost to close. This is based on REACT costs which you had previously charged to 
START. It is our understanding that this $60M cost is based on the assumption that the decision 
to close Malrnstrom AFB would not be made until December 1996, thus requiring installation of 

- REACT at MaImstrom AFB followed by removal and reinstallation at Grand Forks AFB to 
accommodate downloading of RVs for START compliance. If this is correct, it would appear 
that an early decision to close Maimstrom would not only avoid these costs, but could actualIy 
reduce the cost of REACT, since one less squadron would require this modification (3 at Grand 
Forks instead of 3 at Malmstrom). 

Please provide clarification on this issue, and, if appropriate, a revised COBRA which 
removes the $60M which you added and reflects any other savings associated with reducing by 
one the number of squadrons requiring the REACT modification. sincewr7 

Francis A Cirillo r. 
Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

- -  - -  

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
- 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 

Arlington, VA 22209 

I Dear Mr. Cirillo 

1 9 APR 1995 

This is in response to your letter of April 7, 1995, requesting a clarification of the 
REACT costs associated with the revised Malrnstrom AFB closure (MALO9601.CBR). Based 
on inputs received from HQ AFKOFS (atch I), we have revised the $60 million REACT cost to 
$50 million. A revised COBRA (MAL10901.CBR) is located at attachment 2. 

Sincerely - 

. BLUME, Jr. 
US AF 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition . . -  

- Attachments: 
1. REACT cost explanation 
2. COBRA run (MALI0901 .CBR) 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR  F O R C E  
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

1 9 APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR R n '  
ATTENTION: COL MAYFIELD 

FROM: XOFS 

SUBJECT: FU3ACT Costs in COBRA for Malmstrom AFB 

Reference: The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission, 7 Apr 95 
letter (#950407-17) 

The $60M cost for Rapid Execution & Combat Targeting (BEACT) for the 
Malmstrom COBRA assumes a December 1996 decision to close Malmstrom AFB. 
At that point, REACT installation is complete as originally contracted at all 
remaining missile units, and contractors, subcontrac&s, and vendors have been 
released The cost includes removal of REACT equipment from Malmstrom AFB, 
subsequent reconfiguration from "A-M" to "Bn systems, installation at Grand Forks 
AFB, and new contracts in order to bring the industrial expertise back. 

Even an early July BRAC decision to close Mslmstrom AFB will cause the AF 
to incull a $45-50M cost. This covers the cost to modify contracts, remove REACT 
from nearly three squadrons and one missile procedures trainer at Malmstrom 
AFB, and reconfigure 10 kits &om "A-M" to "B" for installation at Grand Forks 
AFB. The cost difference between the two scenarios is due to the fact that in July, 
new contracts are not required and the industrial expertise is still on hand. 

REACT costs associated with closing Malmstrom AFB-would need to be 
covered by the BRAC. Programmed REACT costs were covered by the Minuteman 
Squadrons Program Element and not by START. 

. This is a HQ AFSPCIXPP, SAF/AQQS(M), and HQ USAF/XORW coordinated 
response. My POC is Maj Kevin Karol, XOFS, 7-5735. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SULMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Optton Package : Malnstrola Commission 
Scenario FiLe : C : \ ~ B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ ~ O M - A U D T \ M A L ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  FiLe : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996' 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($U):-1.377.930 
1-Time Cost($U): 116.370 

Net Costs (8K)  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 -.-- - - - -  

Mi LCon 1.041 7.427 
Person 0 -324 
Overhd 1.393 -396 
Moving 2.925 5.956 
Mi s s i  0 2.000 2.000 
Other 50.900 0 

TOTAL 58.259 14,663 -21.133 -113,885 -113,885 -113,885 

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

Of f  0 0 161 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 1,971 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 277 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 2,409 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 105 72 0 0 0 
En 1 0 61 4 344 0 0 0 
Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 19 163 0 0 0 
TOT 0 738 579 0 0 0 

Summary: -..------ 
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
CWMISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Malmstrom AFB. I n  add i t i on  t o  BOS savings. t h i s  COBRA takes a 
savings for  m i s s i l e  Wing/Group overhead and miss i le  secur i ty  Like the 
A i r  Force recoanendation COBRA f o r  Grand Forks AFB. ALL costs and savings 
associated w i t h  the A i r  Force operat ing MacDiLl AFB remain as the 
o r i g i n a l  A i r  Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles moved t o  Base X 

Tota 1 Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-95.429 
-21,457 

0 



COBRA REALIGNLENT SUMURY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 212 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : MaLmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ M A L ~ O ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 
- - - -  - - - -  

Mf lCon 1,041 . 9,369 
Person 0 3.588 
Overhd 2.831 3,934 
Moving 2,925 7.085 
Missio 2.000 2.000 
Other 50.900 0 

TOTAL 59,697 25,977 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 0 1,942 
Person 0 3.912 
Overhd 1,438 4.331 
Moving 0 1,129 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 1,438 11,314 70,924 124.072 124,072 124,072 

Total  

Total  - - - - -  
. . .-. 

1.942 
358,476 

93.693 
1,782 

0 
0 

Beyond 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

100.745 
23.327 

0 
0 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Malastroa Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1899 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 
2014 
2015 

cost (S) .------ 
58,258,737 
14,662.875 
-21.133.536 
-113,885,555 
-113,885.555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885.555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885.555 
-113,885.555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885.555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113,885,555 
-113.885.555 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

57,473,832 
14,078.175 
-19.747.749 
-103,569,585 
-100.797.650 
-98.099.902 
-95,474,358 
-92:919.083 
-90,432.197 
-88,011,871 
-85,656,322 
-83,363,817 
-81,132,669 
-78,961,235 -- 

-76.847.917 
-74.791 .I60 
-72.789.450 
-70.841.314 
-68.945.318 
-67,100.066 

NPV ($) 
- - - - - -  

57,473,832 
71,552,008 
51,804.259 
-51.765.327 
-152,562,976 
-250,662,879 
-346.137.237 
-439,056,320 
-529,488,517 
-61 7,500,388 
-703,156,711 
-786,520,528 
-867.653.1 97 
-946,614,431 

-1,023,462,349 
-1,098,253,509 
-1,171,042,959 
-1,241,884,274 
-1,310,829,591 
-1,377,929,658 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  03:45 0410611995, Report Created 12:32 0411911995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstroa Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

I ( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
~onst;uct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i  li t a r y  PCS 
Unemp loyment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P Lanning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - w e  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 65.900.000 

Tota l  - Other 65.900.000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 116,369,625 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 1,942,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi li tary  Moving 1,781.950 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

To ta l  One-Time Savings 3,723.950 --------_--------_-----.------------------------------------------------------ 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 112,645,675 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\MAL~O~O~.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOMENO\FINAC.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Base Name ----.---- 
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Tota ls :  

T o t a l  I MA Land 
Mi [Con Cost Purch - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 
- 0 0 0 
10,410 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
10,410 0 0 

Cost Tota 1 
Avoid Cost .---- - - - - -  
-1,942 -1.942 

0 0 
0 10,410 

- - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-1.942 8,468 



PERSONNEL SULMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malnstr- Cou iss ion  
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ M A L ~ O ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT9~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR i MALMSTROM, MT 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  , En l i s ted  Students C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

61 3 3,578 0 431 

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

O f f i c e r s  - 90 - 94 -91 0 0 0 -275 
Enl i s ted  -204 -221 -224 0 0 0 -649 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  62 -28 - 6 0 0 0 28 
TOTAL -232 -343 -321 0 0 0 -896 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  -------.-- ------.--- - - - - - - - - - -  

338 2.929 0 459 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ---. -- - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 72 0 0 0 72 
Enl i s ted  0 0 344 0 0 0 344 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 0 0 163 0 0 0 163 
TOTAL 0 0 579 0 0 0 579 

To Base: MACDILL. FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  ---.. - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 105 0 0 0 0 105 
En l i s t e d  0 61 4 0 0 0 0 61 4 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 19 0 0 0 0 19 
TOTAL 0 738 0 0 0 0 738 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 105 
En l i s t e d  0 61 4 
Students 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 19 
TOTAL 0 738 

MALMSTROM, MT): 
1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
72 0 0 0 177 
344 0 0 0 a *  958 
0 0 0 0 0 

163 0 0 0 182 
579 0 0 0 1,317 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 0 -161 0 0 0 -161 
Enl i s ted  0 0 -1,971 0 0 0 -1.971 
C i v i  l i ans  0 0 -277 0 0 ' 0 -277 
TOTAL 0 0 -2.409 0 0 O -2,409 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i ans  ------.--- - - - - - * - m e -  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 



PERSONNEL SUMlARY REPORT {COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstron Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL~O~O~.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  ---------. ------.--- 

736 3,263 0 11,455 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: WLMSTROM, MT 

1996 1997 1998 -1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  .--- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 0 72 0 0 0 7 2 
Enl i s ted  0 0 344 0 0 0 344 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  Lians 0 0 163 0 0 0 163 
TOTAL 0 0 579 0 0 0 579 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X):  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- e m -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --.- - - - - -  

Of f  i cers 0 0 72 0 0 0 72 
En l i s t e d  0 0 344 0 0 0 344 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 0 163 0 0 0 163 
TOTAL 0 0 579 0 0 0 579 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAG Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  --------.- - - - - - - - - - -  

808 3,607 0 11,618 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL, FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  ---.------ - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  -----.---- 

516 1.911 0 841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: WLMSTROM, MT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  ----. 
Of f i ce rs  0 105 0 0 0 0 105 
En l i s ted  0 61 4 0 0 0 0 61 4 
Students 0 .,O 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 19 0 0 0 0 19 
TOTAL 0 738 0 0 0 0 738 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MACOILL, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - .--- - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 105 0 0 0 
Enl i s ted  0 61 4 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 19 0 0 0 
TOTAL 0 738 0 0 0 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students - - - - - - - - - -  ----.----- - - - - - - - - - -  

621 2.525 0 

2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - e m -  

0 105 
0 61 4 
0 0 
0 19 
0 738 

Civ i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  

860 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/18/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : M a l m ~ t r 0 ~  Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regu tar Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  P lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  
182 
18 
9 
2 7 
11 

1 1  7 
65 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 19 163 0 0 0 182 
Civ i  Lians Moving 0 12 115 0 0 0 127 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 7 48 0 0 - 0  55 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 2 4 4 0 0 0 4 6  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 1 2 7 0 0 0 2 8  
TOTALCIVILIANPRIORITYPLACEMENTS# 0 0 166 0 0 0 166 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 7 4 8 0 0 0 5 5  

* Ear l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

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

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements invo lve  a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion.  The rate 
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - P a g e  1/3 
D a t a  A s  O f  0 3 : 4 5  0 4 / 0 6 / 1 9 9 5 .  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  1 2 : 3 2  0 4 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 5  

D e p a r t m e n t  : A i r  F o r c e  
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : Malmst roca  C o m m i s s i o n  
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTQS\COM-AUOT\MAL~O~O~.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

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

MILCON 
Fam H o u s i n g  
L a n d  P u r c h  

08n 
C I V  SALARY 

C l v  RIF 
C i v  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i e m  
POV M i  10s 
Home P u r c h  
HHO 
M i  sc 
H o u s e  H u n t  
PPS 
R I T A  

FREIGHT 
P a c k i n g  
Freight 
V e h i c  l e s  
D r i v i n g  

U n e m p l o y m e n t  
OTHER 

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

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D i e m  
POV M i  l e s  
HHG 
M i s c  

OTHER 
E L i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  r o n m e n t a  1 
I n f o  Manage 
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a  1 
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 213 
Data As O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

: A i r  Force 
: Malmstrom Commission 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\)IAL10901.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  
Std F c t r s  F i l e  

RECURRINGCOSTS .---- ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OM( 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa l a r y  
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
- Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - - 
0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fan Housing 

OW 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Movi ng 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi ronmenta 1 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES --.-- ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
ow 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1  Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
30,083 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
6.700 

TOTAL SAVINGS 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Oata As O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Mallastroa Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - a m -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Far Housing 

OW 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL  PERSONNEL 
M i  1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environments 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other - 

Land 
TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
--*--($K)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  -.-- - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS -1 .I05 -3,316 -5,561 -6.700 -6.700 -6.700 
OM( 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Salary 
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 58,259 14,663 -21.133 -113.885 -113.885 -113,885 

To ta l  - - - - -  

T o t a l  - - - - -  
- 30.083 

Beyond - - - - - -  
-6.700 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA. AND 00s DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data AS Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Malmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - -  
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 

Personnel SF 
Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ----.- - - - - - - -  ------. 
-3.726 -100% -4,481,000 -100% 1.203 

579 4% 0 0% 0 
738 23% 39,900 1 % 54 

RPMA($) B0S($) 
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per - - - -  --.-.- "I----- -_-.__ .----- .------ --.-.-- 
MALMSTROM -2.157.000 -100% 579 -10,470,205 -100% 2,810 
BASE X 0 0% 0 499,264 2% 862 
MACDILL 22.124 1% 30 1,348,903 12% 1,828 

Base - - - -  
WALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 

RPMABOS(8) 
Change XChange Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  .------ 

12.627.205 -103% 3,389 
499.264 2% 862 

1,371.027 10% 1.858 



RPWlBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : Air Force 
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C : \ C O B R A \ R E P O R T ~ ~ \ C O M - A U D T \ L U L ~ O ~ O ~ . C B R  
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

NetChange($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond -----.-------- - - - -  - - - -  .--- --.- - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPLU Change -333 -1.014 -1,720 -2,135 -2,135 -2,135 -9,472 -2,135 
BOS Change 0 1.349 -4,791 -8,622 -8,622 -8,622 -29,308 -8,622 
Housing Change -1.105 -3,316 -5,561 -6,700 -6,700 -6,700 -30,083 -6,700 --------------------------------------------------------------------.--------- 
TOTAL CHANGES -1,438 -2,982 -12,072 -17,457 -17.457 -17,457 -68.863 -17.457 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

I 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  ConstructionlShutdown: No 

Base Name - - - - - - - - -  
MALMSTROM, MT 
BASE X 
MACDILL. FL 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - - 
Closes i n  FY 1998 
Realignment . 
Realignment 

Summary: ------.- 
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMIISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Malmstrom AFB. I n  addi t ion t o  BOS savings. t h i s  COBRA takes a 
savings f o r  m iss i le  WinglGroup overhead and m i s s i l e  secur i t y  l i k e  the 
A i r  Force recommendation COBRA fo r  Grand Forks AFB. ALL costs and savings 
associated w i t h  the A i r  Force operating MacDi 11 AFB remain as the 
o r i g i n a l  A i r  Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles moved t o  Base X 

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

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: To Base: - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
MALMSTROM. MT BASE X 
MALMSTROM, MT MACDILL, FL 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from MALMSTROM. MT t o  BASE X 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  
Of f icer  Posit ions: 0 0 72 0 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 0 0 344 0 
C i v i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 0 1 63 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 
Mi l i  t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 456 0 
HeavyISpecial Vehicles: 0 0 431 0 

Transfers from MALMSTROM. MT t o  MACOILL. FL 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
Mi l i t a ' r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavyISpecia 1 Vehicles: 

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 
Data AS O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Ma lmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MALMSTROM. MT 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  limn Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
To ta l  Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): - 

Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: BASE X 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
T o t a l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i  t ians Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month) : 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

Name: MACDILL. FL 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota 1 Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami Lies 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  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi la)  : 

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

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($KIYear): 
Communications (SKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ IVis i  t): 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ($ /V is i t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year) : 
Tami l y  Housing ($K/Year ) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ N i s i  t )  : 
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Madicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

6,147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Matmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\cOM-AUOT\MAL1090l.CBR 

I Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

I INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MALMSTROM, MT 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule ( X ) :  
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(8K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients lYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ientdYr :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Tine Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Act iv  Mission Save (8K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sa les) ($K) : 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi (Con Cost Avoidnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: MACDILL. FL 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Tine Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($I(): 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Milcon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

33% 34% 0% 0% 
1,942 0 0 0 

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

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX OX 
OX 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutOown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 . 0  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 4,000 4,000 4,000 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

(See f i n a l  page f o r  Exptan atory Notes 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 0411911995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX  - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: MALMSTROM. MT 

Of f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
Of f  Scenario Change: 
En 1 Scenario Change : 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No SaL Save): 
En1 Change(No Sal Save): 
Civ Change(Nb Sat Save): 

--Caretakers - Mi li tary:  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MACDILL. FL 

Descript ion Categ New Mi [Con Rehab Mi lCon To ta l  Cost($K) --------..-. - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  -------.------ 
Pavements OTHER 0 0 1.550 
Mai n t  OTHER 23,400 0 4,000 
FLt S i m  OTHER 16,500 0 3,130 
Bos OTHER 0 0 870 
P&O OTHER 0 0 860 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Off icer  Salary($lYear): 78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i th  Dependents($) : 7.073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  lity(Weeks): 18 
C iv i l i anSa la ry (3 lYear ) :  46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  Lian Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i  l a  Desc: F i n a l  Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1.320.00 
APP0ET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear l y  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C iv i  Lian New H i r e  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($): 114.600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reiaburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  timeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Hone Value Reiaburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 
Oata AS Of 03:45 04/06/1995. Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Malmstron Commission 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL~O~O~.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material lAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9.000.00 
HHGPerMiLS ing le (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHO Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
To ta l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mile):  0.20 
Mi sc Exp ($/Di r e c t  Employ) : 700.00 

Equip Pack 8 Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L igh t  Vehicle($/Mi la)  : 0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($IMile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-TimeOffPCSCost($): 9.142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
Hor i zonta 1 
Waterfront 
A i r  Operations 
Operational 
Administrat ive 
School Bui ldings 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami l y  Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Faci l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications Faci 1 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT L E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical Faci l i t i e s  
Environmental 

Category 

other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Opt ional  Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UM $/UM - - - - - -  
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 0 
( 1 0 
( 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 

EXPLANATORY'NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

Note: 

1.  Assumes Malmstrom c los ing and Grand Forks retained 

2. Base Closes FY 96-98 

3. Closure determines force s t ruc tu re - -  450 Minuteman 111s a t  three 

. *- 
bases (150.150.150) 

4. I f  Malmstrom closes and NMD i s  deployed i n  Minuteman s i  10s a t  Grand 

Forks, the force would go below 450. 

5. Movement o f  80 m iss i les  from Malmstrom 

6. Minuteman Squadrons Program Element costs included f u e l  storage tanks. 

d iese l  generators. m i s s i l e  move, and REACT. S i l o  dest ruct ion would be 

i n  the START program element. 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A 
1700 N O R T H  M O O R E  S T R E E T  SUITE 1425 

A R L I N G T O N .  VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

April 6,  1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS. U S A F  ( R E T )  
S. L E E  KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN I R E T )  

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA IRET)  
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 203 30- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request that you conduct COBRA runs on F.E. Warren AFB. An option to realign 
F.E. Warren AFB was presented by the Minot AFB community at the Grand Forks Regional 
Hearing on 30 March. To evaluate this option, we would like three separate COBRA runs 
conducted on F.E. Warren AFB with the following assumptions. 

a. Level Playing Field run with the same assumptions as for Grand Forks AFB, 
Malmstrorn AFB, and Minot AFB Level Playing Fields (i-e., no BOS or personnel savings for 
Minuteman III and Peacekeeper shutdown.) Minuteman III shutdown savings already taken in 
Air Force budget and Peacekeeper drawdown scheduled to begin inside BRAC-95 
implementation period. Assume Peacekeeper savings as a force structure change. 

b. Realignment of F.E. Warren AFB closing Minuteman 111 but leaving the number of 
Peacekeeper missiles equal to the number projected to be remaining in 2001. Use the same 
assumptions as were used in the DoD recommendation to focus Grand Forks AFB (i.e., partial 
BOS and personnel savings taken for missile wing deactivation.) Take savings for both 
Minuteman III and Peacekeeper. 

G a- 

c. Complete closure of F.E. Warren AFB using same assumptions as were used in recent 
Commission request to completely close Maimstrorn AFB (i.e., BOS and personnel savings taken 
for deactivation of missile wings.) Move the 20th AF Headquarters to Falcon AS. 

In order to assist the Commission in its work, we request this information to be provided 
no later than April 26, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

/I 

~radcis siy@ A ~rillo, Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

Major General Jay Blume 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters CSAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

April 7, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF IRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 
4 

I am forwarding a letter with attachments that addresses issues concerning Newar' .Ak 
Force Base, the home of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center. This packa, was sent 
to us by Senator John Glenn of Oho. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I w o d t  appreciate your 
written comments on this package nc iater than April 20, 1995. Thad; you for : our a,sistance in 
this matter. / 

/ - 

.Air Force Team Leader 



WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3501 

March 30, 1995 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. ll5iLl: - 
In March 1 9 9 3 ,  the Air Porce recommended closing Newark Air 

Force Base in Heath, Ohio. Newark is the home of the Aerospace 
Guidance and Metrology Center (AGMC) which serves as a depot for 
the repair of Air Force and some Navy inertial guidance and 
inertial navigation systems and components. Newark also perfonns 
Air Force metrology and calibration and operates the ~ i r  Porce 
Measurement Standards Laboratory. 

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Porce 
indicated that "some workload will move to other depot 
maintenance activities including the private sectorm but 
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place.m (Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1993 Report to the 
President, page 1-82), 

THB ORIGINAL JUSTIPICATION AND COPMISSION REVIEW: Citing 
its excess depot capacity, the Air Porce justified its 
recommendation stating only that when applying the eight crite 
in the depot subcategory, "Newark APE ranked low in comparison 
the other five depot bases. " (1993 Report to the President) . 
The Air Force further justified closure by stating that the 
"military value of the base is low because it does not have an 
airfield and it is not a traditional Air Force kase in ar.y 
respect.l (1993 Report to the President). 

ria 
to 

Closure was viewed as "consistent with OSD guidance to 
reduce excess depot capacity, economize depot management, and 
increase competition and privatization in DoD: (1993 Regoort to 
the President). Closure of Newark was estimated to reduce excess 
depot capacity by 1.7 million "direct product actual ho;lrs: 
(1993 Report to the president). Purther, because Newark is 
stand alone, highly technical, industrial plant . . operated 
predominantly by a civilian work force" it was considered 
"conducive to conversion to the private sector." (1993 Report to 
the President) . 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 30, 1995 
Page TWO 

The Air Porce estimated that the one-time closure cost would 
be $31.3 million and that the annual savings after closure would 
be $3.8 million. Achieving the return on investment would take 
eight years. 

The 1993 Base Closure Commission found that the Air Porce 
recommendation to close Newark .did not deviate substantially 
from the force stmcture plan and final criteriam and approved 
the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The 
Corranission specifically rejected the comunityts arguments that 
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that 
mcontractor facilities presently have the repair capability and 
have been doing it for years.' (1993 Report to the President). 
The Codssion also detexmined that Newark had not been penalized 
because it did not have a runway. 

At the time of the recommendation, GAO concluded that the 
cost of closing the base had been underestimated by about $7 
million. GAO also found that after a period of 20 years, the net 
present value of closing Newark would be only $599,000. 

Wows rn INFORMATION AND RECOMKENDATION: GAO has since 
conducted another review of the closure recommendation. a copy of 
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the 
f losure and privatizztlon decisions s z .  I 
note that this is the only recommendation GAO has ever made to 
overturn a previous base closure decision, 

The import of this recommendation is captured by WLO's 
statement on page 13 of its report: 

DOD historically has encountered difficulties 
in trying to close military bases. This 
makes us reluctant - -  absent very compellizg 
reasons - -  to recommend that DOD revisit 
prior decisions of the Base Realignment and 
Closure Codssion. However, we believe that 
the problems being faced in implementing this 
decision are of such an unusual nature to 
warrant revisiting the planned closure and 
privatization of AGMC. Therefore, we 
recommend that the Secretaries of the Air 
Force and Defense reevaluate, as part of the 
ongcing BRAC 1995 process, both DODts 1993 
recommendation ta close Newark AFB/AGMC and 
the Air Force's approach to implementing the 
closure decision through privatization-in- 
place. 



The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
March 30, 1995 
Page Three 

EXCESS DEPOT W A C I T Y :  Contrary to the Air Force's original 
justification for the closure. GAO found that privatization will 
not eliminate excess depot capacity because the work performed at 
Newark is unique and the Air Force continues to have a 
requirement for it. 

The Air Force's *Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark APBtm a 
copy of which is attached, does not try to defend its original 
position. Rather, it merely dismisses the contention and states 
that privatization in place "does not affect excess depot 
capacity. however, in divesting itself of the facilities and 
personnel through [privatization in placel at AGMC, the AF will 
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours." (Air 
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original). 

~t the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of 
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the 
Air Porce recognizes that privatization may not work and that it 
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics 
Centers, a plan the ~ i r  Force now refers to as 'Plan B.. 

The Air Porce may pursue Plan B despite the fact that the 
Air Force knows that .moving workload to other organic depots 
[is] potentially more costly than [privatization in placel . a 

(Air Porce Pact Paper, page 2 ) .  I. myself, have seen Air Porce 
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in 
preparation for the 1993 round of base closures the ~ i r  Porce 
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the workload to 
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities 
at Newark. 

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan Bts one time cost 
at $287 million with an annual recurring cost of $32 million. 
This approach certainly would do nothing to reduce excess depot 
capacity, Air Force or othewise, and would simply ask the 
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for 
something they already own. (See attached "Plan B N  charts). 

100% CORS WORXLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the 
workload at Newark is considered to be .coren Air Force wcrkload. 
which suggests the base has significant military value. the 
primary criteria for evaluating whether to close a base. 
Moreover, DoD guidance provides: "To control risk. the 
Department's CORE depot maintenance concept provides for 
identification and quantification of specific capabilities that 
need to be resident in organic depots.  his ability to guarantee 
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents 
the essence of DoDts depot maintenance mission." A copy of this 
guidance is attached. 
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The A i r  Porce Fact Paper admits tha t  Newark's workload is 
100% core  but makes no attempt t o  address the inconsistency 
presented i n  recornending tha t  the workload a t  the  only A i r  Porce 
depot t h a t  i s  100% core should be pr ivat ized.  

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO a l so  found t h a t  the  
closure does not make sense from an economic standpoint.  The one 
time closure  cos ts  have doubled i n  one year from $31 m i l l i o n  t o  
$62.2 mil l ion.  This  f igure  does not take in to  account non-BRAC 
funded cos ts  such a s  $4.86 mill ion f o r  interim hea l th  c a r e  
benef i t s  f o r  separated government employees and o the r  c o s t s  l i k e  
the p o t e n t i a l  cos t s  associated with purchasing propr ie ta ry  data.  
I n  p a r t  because the A i r  Porce has f a i l e d  to consider these  costs. 
GAO found that the projected annual savings a re  unl ike ly  t o  
occur. 

On t h i s  point .  the A i r  Porce admits t h a t  the closure  c o s t s  
have doubled because ' t rans i t ion  and recurring cos t s  a r e  
cur rent ly  unknown." ( A i r  Force Fact Paper, page 1. errphasis 
added) . 

GAO fu r the r  ind ica tes  t - - - ---- - =--A --u 

contractor  operation of Newark were can 
m i s i t i o n  Strategy Panelm 
between L Y Y O  and 2000 the A; 

~t nrni-ted increased cos t s  for  
-- - ,---firmed DY an "Air Force 

.d t h a t  over the  5 year  per iod 
Force w i l l  pay $456 m i l l o n  more 
ve,-nment operations over the same 

An A i r  Porce Space Cornnand message t o  A i r  Force Materiel  
Command, a copy of which i s  at tached,  coni inw t h a t  Space 

j u s t  one of Newark's customers, W e c t S  t o  experience a 
.=killion annual iuna;ng s h o r t f a l l  under p r i v a t i z a t i o n  i n  
place. Tne mgnl tuae  of t n l s  expected increase i s  revealed when 
you consider tha t  the  value of a l l  the workload a t  Newark i s  only 
approximate:y $ 8 0 - 9 0  mill ion per year. 

The A i r  Porce Fact Paper, os tensibly iztended t o  rebut the  
GAO repor t ,  does not even address t h i s  cen t ra l  GAO concern t h a t  
the  cos t  of the wcrk current ly  performed a t  Newark i s  expected to  
r i s e  bv nsar ly  a half  a b i l l i o n  dol la rs  over the next f i v e  years 
a s  a consequence of pr iva t iza t ion  i n  place. 

Instead.  the  A i r  Force concludes, notwithstanding the  input 
c i t e d  above from the Space Conunand. tha t  " there  i s  not enough 
hard da ta  a t  t h i s  time to  conclude tha t  closing t h e  base and 
p r iva t i z ing  i n  p lace  i s  NOT the d i rec t ion  the  A F  shouid go: 
( A i r  Porce Fact Paper, page 3 ,  emphasis i n  o r i g i n a l )  . 
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatlym 
increase the cost of privatization. The ~ i r  Force will have to 
purchase proprietary rights to technical data in order to 
privatize the work at Newark. The Air Force indicates that the 
rights will be available but admits that "current budgets do not 
include costs associated with buying the data rights." 

In the final analysis, the Air Force does not try to dispute 
GAO1s report, but instead maintains only that privatization in 
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least 
impact on mission support." 

the situation. 

It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a 
base off of its rolls. In my view, the operative- 
shouldn't be whether the Air Force close3 a base or a dewt. -* - - 

Rather, it should ke whether the closure in the end is aoinq to - 
save the tamayer money. The decision in t w e  actually 
cme taxpayer more monev. - 

The reason why it is so important for the Commission to 
revisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must 
close. In order to meet these legal requirements, the Air Force 
either will have to privatize the workload and potentially incur 
an additional $456 million in costs for the work currently 
performed at Newark or move the workload to other Air Force 
depots and incur an additional $342 million to replicate the 
facilities at Newark. Neither of these outcomes should be 
all~wed to occur. A reversal by the Cmxmission of the 1993 
decision is the only way to avoid them. 

In summa-y, the Camnission should reexamine the closure 
decision because the original Air Force cost estimates were 
inconclusive and the Air Force's cost estimates have greatly 
increased since 1993, taking away any purported savings or 
advantage from closure. Finzlly, I point out aqain that this is 
the only time GAO has felt compelled- to recommend revisitina a 
closure decision. 
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Alan, I believe I am right on this  issue. Please review 
th i s  closely and see i f  you don't agree. 

Best regards. 

Sincerely, 

John Glenn % - United States Senator 

Enclosures: 1) Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the President 

2 )  GAO Report 

3) A i r  Force Fact Paper 

4 )  "Plan Bw Charts 

5) DoD Guidance on Core Workload 

6)  Space Command Message 
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Chapter I 

development chat wouid otherrvlse be eiigble 
for feaerai f.ulanclal assistance to serve the needs 
oi ami avlacion ac the recelmng lout~on) ,  envl- 
ionmental Impact anaiyses, novmg, and any 
added cosx oi envlrocmental cleanup rcsuitms 
from n~gher standards or a taster schedule than 
DoD would be obliged LO meet if the base did 
not c!ose. wthout any cost wnatsoever to the 
ieder~i government, ar.c further provlaea chat 
:he : i o s u i c ~ r e ~ i ~ ~ m e n t  must 5egr. j y  ju!y 1995 
3zc Se :otz?ie:eci by juiy 1998. C h c a ~ c  would - .  2 ~ s ~  :?we to kzd  :he czs: ar re:oczcxg :he .kmy 
Reserve acnt~ty,  or ieave it in $ace. If ~hese 
:=nc;nons 3ie not me:. :he unxs jn0~1d rernaln 
at 2 '5are !nt:mauor,ai . k ~ o r t .  The C m m u -  
rion finds t:?u re=ommcncauon IS corslsrent ;vlth 
:he force-scrucwre ?ian 2nd ftnai cxtena. 

Other Air Force Bases 

Gentile Air Force Station 
Dayton, Ohio 

A ~1:c50ry I\lt Force Stctzon 
&f~slon:Pr,ndpai and' ;lost or,oanr:cnon :s thc 

Defense f!cctromcs Supply Ctntcr. fn aridlnon 
~ncrc are over 20 renanr ucnvlncs. 

Cne-Timc C ~ s c  W.4 
Sanngs: 1994-39: Y/A 

Annu!: N/A 
P3ybac.k w.4 

Sone. The Comrzission added thrs military 
instailadon to the list o i  installatio~s recom- 
mended for ciosure or reaiignment. 

-9 

-2e :onmunl[); was znmaniy :nteres:ec! In -. rc:zi~zrxg :ke 3eiczsz :iec:ror.ics Sc?piv - ~ c n t e r  GESC? as :he 33s: Jn  Ccn:iie .A'S. It 
arg~cci Xe=?mg 3E5C at C-cnrlie .A53 was inore -- ~ ~ s t  e::ec::ve thar, reioc3tlr.g :he mlsslon to 
Csiur.bus. Ghlo, as recamme.;laec 3y DoD. 

-, -2e Con=ission iound closing :he 3eiensz -. r;ec:ronlcs Sc?plv Center and reiocatlng it at 
:he Defe~se Carstnc:lon Suppiy Center, along 

with most o i  the other Gentile .Air Force Station 
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost. 
However. cne Deferse Swtchng Network wll 
remain as the sole re?ant of Gentile Air Force 
Station, with :he ?cssibility of being phased out 
u-~thm three LO [our years. The Conmusion did 
not ascertain cosrs associated with closure of 
Gzncile .-\FS. The ciosure wouid be re!anvelv 
mex?ensive becacse Gexiie is a small installa'- 
aon. owned j y  the Air Force (Wright Patteaon 
-423). whish wouid be vacsx except for the 
auiornat:~ s-xltch~ng -*- L-..ter. 

-. . Ae Canmlssion Finds the S e c r c r a ~  oi  Cefense 
deviated snbstant;ailv iiom final catenon 1. 
Thereiore, :he Cotzrniss~on recommends the 
following: c!ose Gentile Air Force 5cation. 
Dayton. Ohio. exce?t for space required to 
operate h e  Deiense Swtck~ng Necwor~. Tne 
C o n n i s s ~ o n  finds ~ h u  iecarnmendacion is . - i a ~ ~ i s t e 9 t  w i ~ l  Lne rorcz-s:r~c:ure pian and 
P . . . .  ir,al 2nter.a. 

Air Force Depots 

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio 
Cartgory : D e ~ o t  
.Mission: .4trosvacz Guidance and' 

.Lfcrroiogy ~ t n r e r  
Onc-cime ~ S C :  3 3 1.3 million 
Savings: 1994-,09: 5-1 7.1 miilior. Cost) 

.4nnual: 5 3.8 mlllion 
Payzybac~: 8 yean 

SECRETARY OF DEFE3SE 
FECOMbIE\'ATIOIV 

Yewark -4'3, ahlo,  5 rec~rr .~encec  :'cr i i o r~ re .  -. L ~e -4erospacc Gulcance 2-7c  ble:roio,c); Czncer 

<.'.C>lC) ce?ot ,.mil be C!cseC; some xoricicac 
xi! rnove :c sc.?er dz?or 7.aIxtnar.co ac:ixtles 
including :he ?mate sec:or. We ar,:lc:sace :;?a[ 
;nos: ~ ~ 1 1  5e ?r,vaf;zei :z ?iacc. 

Due to s ~ p i r c a n t  recuc:lons In :orce structure. - tne .Air rorce has ar, excess de?ot aaiztemncc 
capac::v oi a t  leu:  S.I ml!!ior, Dire:: ? roc~c :  
.4c:cai Xccrs i3?.4E). When all e:gnt ixttm 



are applied to cne bases m the de?oc subcat- 
egory. Yewark .4FS ranked low m companson 
:o the ocher five depot bases. The long-term 
nz~litary value oi :he base IS low beuuse i t  does 
xot have an a1r5eid and L C  u not a :racitlorai 
-41r Force base In any respect. instead. lt  rs a 
stand-alone, i~gh iy  technlcai, inaustnai $ant 
? k t  s aperaced ?rcdomtn,sncly by a cvliian work 
rbrc:. .is a resuit. IC E, zoncuc:ve to conversion 

:o :he ?mace jec:or. The clos~re o i  Yewark 
.;F3 mi! :educe :he .Air F~r:e excess de?or 
ca=ac:ty 3y !.T rnllllon 3P.AH a z c  1s zons;scenc 
rwc5 3 5 3  3u:Gnce ro reducr ucc5s :z=ac:y. 
?Z2COn:Z= dp?0t rr.anagC3ent. and inCTe25e 
:arr.=e:::rcn and ?nvacr=3cion lr. DoD 

All SIX . i~ r  Fxce a e ~ o c s  were cons~dercd for 
c!osu:e taually in a pocess  :hat conionnet LO 
iine 3eiczse Base Ciosure and Reailgrxnent -+cc 
oi  1990 (Public iaw 101-5101. as amended, and 
Off~ce of :he Secretary oi  Defeme (053) p d -  
ancz. Etch base hosong an .in Force de?ot was 
?vaicace:! 3gainst :he e:$c 303 sclec:!or. zncc- 
:a a d  3 !arse nuxber ci ii?be!ezenu s j e c i c  
:o .Air Forcc bases. d e p o ~ .  3nd zuslons. E x s -  
slve daz .  ;athered :o su?por, :he et-aiuac~or, o i  
:he= bases under each cntenon, was recewei 
by :he Base Closure Execuuve Group icxeca- '- 
::ve Group). The Executive Group s a grou? oi 
seven general officers and SLY Senior Euer~nve 
Semce career an l i a r s  appo~nted j y  :he Se::e- 

- -C - . , :a;?- ~i :he Air Force (SZqZ.43 >r~=?.,- =ace :ne 
= e = s ~ o n  :D close Sewark .+Fa -x.;:i? :he s a t ~ c o  
oi :he .-\I: Force C;-.,rei o i  Scaif a n t  in consah-  
nor, w t h  :he Execunve Group. 

COMMLXTY CONCERYS 
-. - ne cornmunlc:; a r p e d   he fac;iit:es a: Yewark 
.iF3 .*vt:e uzlcue. anc re?!~cac:on o i  ;he wsrs- 
1 " .oac =sewher= wts zcr ~ a s i - e f i ~ c : ~ ~ ~ .  The :err,- . .  - .  ~ u - ~ c c  jeiie~:e= :.;e :ai:.itv ivas ;he iingie : t~.~e:  
: ~ i  :c=z:: J! S : : ~ : ~ ~ : - ~ . S S I ~ ~  z21~3~:~ SYS~ZFS 

XIC CeXai:: 3 l r ~ ~ f :  Iner:Xi 33v:53Clon S V S i Z 7 3  . * .  
XIC. ~!!ercf~re. s ~ o u l c  :?:air :Fez. 75-e :s:- - .  .-ALXC): 3153 zx.~n:araet the ~ ~ : s = I c  stab~ilry 3 i 
'-ie :ac:!?~ty was rzncai rc jock x?al: ~unc::cm. 
and Sewzrk .-53 was :he eniy center 3%-aliabie 
:O me:! ::ese requlrerr,e::ts. 

Adclcionaily , [he comnunlty believed pnvan- 
:atIan couid not be accornpl~shed wlthout 
sl_enlfic2nt cost :o the L'SAF. 2nd ivas not eco- 
nomicslly fesibie. T i e  community also believed 
the base w s  uxia~r!y ?ena!zed for absence of a 
ruoway. Communitv oihc~ais argue6 a xnway 
was ncc nee=ec for :ze .+erospacc Cuida~ce  and 
Lle:raiogy Center mlssion: In fact, a woulc ;eop- 
a-m-* . i.-- se:smlc s~a31ii:y .4dd1clonal!y. c:oss- 
u:iix~rlon :i ?ersarne! capabie ~i re3alr.np 
50th :nerr:a.-7awgat:on and ~ner t :a I -~~lcanc t  
5ys tc~s  wz ET.::c~ rurdis IFYS a s  3roven d u r a  J . . 
:r,e 3ise s jX??Cr: 3; 2?e:auon 3eserr Sk!eld -. u'ese:: S;sm.. . .-.e :~r.rnunltv ::so ar r lez  :c 
'.vU lj:?.C3i'SlSi?2! tC  Te:3i2 h f l l ? ~ t e ~ ~ ; 3 ~  [I1 jases. 
ve: 2n1-2cz~ :ne oniy g.Llcance 51.-stern re?alr , . 
ca?aa!l;); :'or :hs wes?on syscen. 

-, : ne C x z r n ~ s ~ o n  h u n d  ~ q e  workbad at Sewaric 

.iF3 5 zoc az:que. C ~ x n c : o r  iac:iir:es p s -  . . 
onrl.- +....: .lave :he ::?ax :sab~!lc); and 'mve been - =c:ng :: 3 r  :.e=rs. -5e  :E-orkioad :an ?::her '3.e 
C D R C ~ C : C C  3u: :O 3ne or more oi  scvezii ?XEi- 
!ng xanuhc:u-zrs s r  p r~vat~zcd  :n ?lace. it 
appears :naus:ry Interest In ?nvaurauon in 
$ace s iimited. ihw. :f pnvatlz3clon u ;lot a 
vlabie opclon, :ne Air Force car! conrrac; &e 
iequlrca woritioaa ~ncrernentally as the W O ~ K -  . . . . 
~ 0 2 2  3: Sewark cec.:nes. ..?c5:trcnailv, in 
:CS;IOT?SZ :o :he zomrncnlcyj ccescon re@- 
1r.g je:n$ jezaiizsd 6: hck oi  a mnivay, the 
C ~ n x s s l o n  found Newark .it8 I:c noc recelve 
a negative ranng for lack oi  a rucwav. rhu ::?ere 
was no ne,oacwe :z.?ac: LO Cie base's overail 
?errbnrdnce 3t:ng. 
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Rcnking Minoritp X&er 
S&commfrtee an ReaClness 
CaWc,'4e on -ed S m f c e s  
House of Represen*tatf oes 

At ~OL- =quest, we reviewed selected isspu reIatet2 to the 
fmplementation of m2'Lntenance depot c lo s~res  and 

. -7ialfgnmen*%s =eseLb* f=#p prior befenso B a s e  Q o s u e  artd 
Reeligmaent ConnniJsion (BR&C] decisions (see upp.T t o r  
issues befng reviewed). The Aerospace Wdance t* 
Eetzolotp Center (A=) at 8-k Force 3ase (A,?,?) ; 
Ohio, 2s one of the activities 5eLng eve--d by t h i s  
rev iew. '  U d l S c e  other depot closezes, the Newurk A F S I A G X  
implementation p l a  provLdes for: co-slag to pesform me 
same* missions at th2s f acuity afLm closare-large* as a 
privatized opetation, althotlgh the Air Force m d  retain 
ownerstzip of mission-=elated eqsipueat deed at about 
$326 -on. . . 

Recently ;re S r L e Z e d  q - 5 ~ ~  off ice  on (I) the sort bid savings 
hsue =kt& .b Bemizk m3/AQE tac i i lq  clo-e and 
privatization and ( 2 )  other closase and ptivatization 
issues. As qpu csked, we are pruvidlng * a s  ,-port 03 the 
areas Uscussed at that brief* an& w i l l  rw Later: on 
findinq. related to the c l o w e  of all - = e w e  depots. 

B A C T G F l O ~ r n  

me solit pzzpese b t  Xewa,-k B;7 is to house k.nd &xppcrt t5e' - 
le--je h d ~ ~ t z 5 d  colnplex compdshg the A=. SuFpcrtLng 

me icllowing m C n n a n c e  depo+s have 5-n i d e b A f i d  for 
closure: LezLng=on/9l=egrass Azzzy D e - t ,  Sacamento A , =  
-Pi, Tooele A n q  Depot, PensacoLa B a r n  Aviation D e p o t ,  
B1aned.a Ram AvLation Depot, BortoUr ~cpa Av'atfon Depot, 
Philadelphia Haval Skipyard, m e  Island Xaval W p m , .  and 
ALraspace Guidance and MeLwlogy Center. 



In its second P A  Porce mission, metrology a d  calibration, 
AGMC perform o o e , = l  tecLnical direction and management of 
the r'orce He-Logy and ral.tbraCon prosram and operates 
the A i r  Force Measarement StanW Laboratoxy. Aboat 200 
persaxme1 l~volved in the met=olog and calibration 
mission--109 in generiltlng t e c u c d l  odexi ,  certification 
of c a l m t i o n  -pent, =d managemeat aperations and 89 
in the s*%.adkz laboratory. 3LE the single mannger for the 
Air Folrce Me=ology and CzlLhrafZcn Progz-axn, A= provides 
aLl  me-1- e n e e e r i n g  sezvices for t h e  BFr Force. The 
stamkz"bs 1ESorato-rp C o q i e x ,  cansistiag of 47 lakoratorf es, 
s-es ZLS wbary l a b a z a t ~ z  f o r  c -aag  and 
cmiA?7:q measurement s - a d e d s  ased worldwfde 31 all C r  
?o=ce precision mezsrzrment equipment laborztories. In 
i I i  s c a l  yes= 1-094, the standazr)c l2bo=z*e produced aSout 
11,500 calibz-A items. 

The D e p - z a e n t  o f  Defense (30D) cons id^.^ aGMC's work 
wnc?ricive to conversiun to &&e private sector and 
recommended. closfnq newark AFB/= tbrorgb privaLdzation 
and/or t--ansf errzng t5e w o r k l a d  to other  depots. m D  

-&:eC so closure by (L) idenCLi-Eying at 1-t 8 . 7  million 
hce-s of excess Bt- Force depot maintenance capacity, w i t h  
closaze of AQ4C expected r e n c e  this excess by 
1.7 znillion hours;" ( 2 ) .  applying the efght base closure 
criteria to bir force bues having depots ~ n d  ranking Xew~-k 
AE'B l w  relative to the others (see app.'-11 for bzse closure 
cziterfa). M3D assigned a Lcw military value to 3ewark AFB 
~ ~ i l y  became it was  a s 2 q L e  d s s i o n  Lase w i t h  no p:_. a~ , ~ e l d .  

DOD esd&ted LLzt ( rwlementh~ it& 'recr~mne&ation on Be=k 
. B t " S / A m  would -st $31-3 n i l l l o n ,  result i a  an armual. 
savings of $3 - 8  n r i l l i o c ,  aad h i ~ e  an 8-yea.r payback period 
f o r  c 1 0 ~  a d  relocatLon q e n s e s .  In oz rqo.rt oa the 
b u e  clcmre a d  ,reaU-gxneat recanmendations arrd sotectim- 
pmcess, we est-ted *at t3e Sewark AE3/AGkC closuze c o s l  
would be $38.29 dllion, wit5 a 1 3 - y ~ ~ -  -02yback pried, 7 
3RAC d e t e ~ n d  *&at the B m C  workload cotllC ei-Aez be 

- - %e'l.7 i2tiLllon hou=s come %a h2storLczl  figzres for  
dt'ect pmduct act-ul  boars fc= zhe depot m&tena.nce 
ZZL~USCZ~ZL f;mC ac-3ff.q a. AW-C dowr.sized in fiscal 
F- LS31 a d  1993 t o  e 1-0 zillion hart- capacity based on 
changes h a e  force s%=ctu,z. 



contracted mt ot przvetfzed-in-place at the same location, 
although &&e Cannissior; noted that i?dust.zry U t e t e s t  in 
prfvaCdzatiun-in-place -vas l im i t ed .  Tlre C o d s s i o n  
reccmmesded c1osA.q K e u a r k  AFB/AQC--noting + A t  sane 
workload will move to other depot xiaintenmce ac'dvities, 
Utclcding the private sector- The President agreed with the 
overrLl  BRBC recommendatioas deaLing with mzin=enance 
depoca, fnclcdhg the  clos~-e of A m .  The Congzess dLd not 
chrllecge the cvezall I3RAC recomrPendaz.ions. The 3Lir forre 
has bew the lmg1emen"stfon of *&e closure and 
privatization af B-k AFB/ZHC. 

Ete justification of closing New- AFS/BMC is not c l e ~ - .  
To date, the clo91~ze of Bewkck At'g/AGMC is &he only depct 
closare where tlmost p17 of the work may be 
priva-ed-in-place; As such, we beliwe it m e r i t s  carsfal- 
consideration before iqlementation proceeds. Tha=a are a 
NTLmber of issues assockated wit3 -Aia privc*Lration thut are 
barriezs to its lngleznen-tfon. Blso, some p=ojemeC costs 
are rLsinc, while others a e  pet be de--nined. One-t2me 
d o m e  costs kve doubled in the past  year and may still be 
underestiaated. As -a ,-esdt, the payhck p e r i o d  has 
increased to at least 17 years and zs mcch as over 100 
years-4epemUng on tCIe i"lssmrptions used.. Soreover, 
pro jecced costs of conciuct-ing post-privaczation operatiois 
could exceed the cost of corrwt Air Force operatLons and 
r e a c e  ar el-te pro je-ed s a o 3 g s .  

-. 
clc- a i i  prLn+Azation. sat%=s crests nncer,aiaty 

about the v i a i l f t y  of +&e riis fcrce's plaaed action: 
( I) the dLsposition of equfpmenpment ma39fact.Pre=s8 p r a p r i e w  
&+a c l a b ,  wkich are a potential bazrier to ,--ivatfzttion 
and could signi2icantly FPcrezse closure costs cnO/or 
post-clospre operation coska; (2)  ",?e of t5e 
clomzre/~=ipatization to redace excess cepot ~paktenance 
capaci* ay the 1- 7 e x o n  Sours p--eviously estknated; 
(3 )  t f r e  incongmf zy cf priva=izfrrg worjcload. %It the Bir 
Force defzqed 2s w c ~ z e w  capabiIity tAha= gene-ally should 
be retaiged in %e W D  depot s y l t ~ ;  ( 4 )  the pracziczbillty- - 
ot cSst-e5-lectivenesa of p ~ L 7 c r i z h g  pc--s 05 -zhe me'lroloqy 
and caiS=tion mlsslon while r e ~ P A g  the mtnzgement 
functfcn as e gave-me* actdvitv; +nd ( 5 )  Ceiay in 
reac-g ameernezlt rqz.zrdLn9 the tzansfer o f  p=per=y ar,d 
facilih%es to tz&e local recse c s d s s i c n .  



Lmplmmbation of the Banwk clo5-e through 
privaL;izatLon Y still in  the ~ E u L ~  p h e s ,  w i t h  m y  
details yet to be worked oct. In general, the F o ~ e  hrs 
d"reLoped a t h - e e - p r o q d  approach to kplcmenting E m ' s  
declszo~. P*, f- systems, =presenthg about 3 pe=ent 
of A m ' s  existing depot m c i n t m c e  workload, vilI br 
transf c a e d  o t l  Aiz Fsrce depo'd.' Second, --hip 
02 the R e m &  kFS/&Q4C p z 0 - W  m d  kcFLixes 'will be 
t-ansf~-ed to a Local =erUe c ~ s s i o n .  The canmissicn is 
to lease space one ?rime guidarrce sys'a re-- 
conL-a-r +at w F I l  provide depot m i a t a c e  work, one 
prim rneczzDlo~ cont=aes +&= ell -20-=ZU calib-ae~~~ 
W an-=&= cal ibratcn ~~, and the =-g organic 
m e - h g y  p - v a m  namgament conb&gent. W e  
P+~vutizction-in-phce is &&e gual, based 

On a ' o p t f o g  a ~ o ~ n c e d  Ln the Commerce Business D E W ,  conbY-aeoa 
a p  elect to mom workload to other f zc i l l s e s .  
EypotheticaUy, bit option c a d  zesult  in all vo=Uoad 
moving t o  o ~ e x  c a ~ t a c t o r  locatiom--shoclc the w-ag 
C ~ n * ~ c t o r ( s )  d ~ o ~ ~ a t e  t&t sovFng wuzkLsad to .a- 
locatLont would provide +&e best vaue to me govc?nnerrt. . 
w, e e  m e t m l o ~  calfiration mission VLU be 
c o w e d  zt A=, w i t h  soma -FpnctLrms privatized and 
enother contkmed as ea hir Force activi* ze2orkkg  to hi! 
Eeadgrre- or one o f  thP AILS. 

% 'Liz Porce orisinally p i m n e d  m pri7a0dze all a e i v i t i e s  
-vLaAa -4 tae z n e t z z l o ~  a d  cclij--=Lon &ssion, bo% it 
h f e =  dete-ed + a t  the 2k Po- Me',-oology sad 
Calibratf on ?ro-'s materiel m ~ j  maage= ?ac t i on  could 
not be privzt&ed. hecause it 2p a ifaddon comide-ed +O h, 
'iPhe6zecey g o v e z = t z L .  "' In p e Z o m 3 q  WS tunctioz, 
AGlC cLPL~Lu md m i l f r y  employees provile policy and 
dl=aztLon t a r  aLl p r e c i s i a  meas--t ewpment  

%e zorce da%a- &that reioc~tlon vas pzacticdSIo 
and .coat-ei2ec=L~e fo= sex=cn's, AX-200 ra&es, cloth, and 
scme ' e f t  z u t = z s e = n +  cud CLZgnos-dc equi?mezt. 

%tfice oi Emagezent and 3udget 9oLiq  Let=@= 92-1, 
Segz. 23, 19S2, pzvides tbt an ilheren'-?y gove-menA& 
b c f i o n  is "...so h t h z t d y  ze l r r&  to ~ n b i i c  bzezes t  
as Co 4 ~ ~ d Z L t e  pe=C~z=nzace 5y Gove-n== erapLoyees.  These 
f ~ c k d o m  include a s s e  ac*&v2-dc. whicb =eqzi--t eicAer tho 
e x e z 2 e  oi esc=etLcn isr a p p l r 5  zu-aeity or 
the mcking of value judganen-s in makkq decFsfons for t 5 e  
Gov~?~IP~L:c .  



laborrtories Air Force uide, inspect these laborz-ries for 
ccmpllance -&th requixed policies and pmcedues, and 
procure  cklibratLop stand~=&s3 as& i a  cali5ration 
laboratariea . 
CMen+  plans tor the me-lcqy and caL2recon pmgrm 
pro-de :or (11 r & a i n i q  abcuz 130 gove-men+ employees to 
p o v i l e  the mekology and calijrttion marmgeaent 
fanctlon--with +he BL- Faor=. leaslng spcce at AQC Zrom the 
2s- =use ccolmLisslon ( 2 )  c=ntzacting o u t  the pr%z 
staadards laberato= and teclPicai order preparation, w h i c h  
will a l s o  remaia at AGKC, wit5 LIe  conL-3ctor leasing space 
from the =use coamnissfor. 

Tfo hLe Zcrce p h n s  to re-in m e r s k i p  of nissicm-=elated 
m n i n ~ c e  r t d  mekmlow a d  calijration equipuent, which 
will kc provided a *A w4n-ipQ contractor(s) as 
gm-t--fa,-hed wpmezlt .  BGK: accoun-Ale records 
U c a t e  the vaue o f  the de-ot mhintemqce equipmpnt is 
$297.5 -on and +-he nrlue of mebcology and 
czlibrz+tion ewipment $28.5 aillion. 3etaLls such as the 
cas: o f  t?e lezse cza=rgemen:, a l loca t ion  of uzil i ty and 
suppa- costs betveen the  Air Borce and eor~t=actaz(s), and 
the d e t e z z b L i o n  of wheeer t2ie g w ~ ~ = ~ m e n t  or the 
c ~ n t r a ~ t w i l l  be responsible for mal.ltaining the equipment 
&re nut yet known. 

To the A- prioatizab-ion, +&e hi= Fozce.estahlfshed 
a p r o m  manegenteat office st EL11 LE. This office is 
zesponsible f o r  ceveloqiag tic ssiLcemeot of i z k ,  r-est 
for pxposal ,  a ~ z p i s i t i o n  plur, scnzzce.'selerdon plm, and 
re2azed documents. T5e a~'-hd is schediied f o r  September 29, 
1395. S e v e x l  key miLestones &eadkg up to eontzact awe-d 
have slippe2, compressing tke schedule for the remainiag 
tasks in the pre-wn'mct-evazd period. Xz Force officials 
2 e s ~ i b e  WS s c h d u l e  as optLmistic. Xter con-ct awzzd, 
--L Air Force p l c n s  to i a i t i ake  a phased pmces. for 
ka.129itionks LxuSvicd maL~tezznce wurkloeds to LIe 
cocdacCcr. 2Uz Forze offrr!nls s=ted &at %is 12-mcntb 
L = i b d a n  peri-06 reeuces the =isk of inte-?p+bg ongo*g 
0 ~ t i o 2 1 ;  and allows coneacCCor(s) an o~~o,-zmity t o  
b r i l d  cp an i n f - ~ ~ c t r = e  +=,=bed r o z ? o r c e .  Eawever; 
accorcilxg to -me 2zopzn mzn+gemen% office,  a "t-a-keyn 
f -urs i t ion  *.ere +Ae ~rnn~~cactaz becomes mllp reqcnsf3ls 
f o r  +the vorkl~ad a t  one wiat in & h e  is +&e pzefeced  
s - t ~ .  of +?re A X  s p t e z ~  mznep=s end say be adocted. 

'DThe a-si+Lon cos t  of --his qul2ment is &out $10 million 
p o l c ' ~ - .  



Our wo=k ha. identifzed several concsms rssLOiag the cod ,  
szvllgs, and payback mbd for 'the Ur Porce's 
h p l - b a o n  of the AGMC ?SW decision. These include ' 

conceps thct (1) the projected cost o f  closing AQn: bas 
doubled and mzp inczeese -he=: ( 2 )  the $3 - 8  a l l i o n  
aPocal saviaw projected so reset Zrom me's cloaece h 
not LLLaly to be kee lbed  becase 02 potentl~lly lllghec 
Casts 20,r c a n a c t  u U s t z a t i o c ,  contractor p m C ' t ,  
possible r e c e ? l n g  proprietzxy data costs, ard othm f a e o s  
t.ht have not beex considered b- the cast  c o ~ t a c L o ~ ;  and 
( 3 )  the payback pe=iod could be exterskd to over 100 ye- 
or never, depen-g W n  'he hL Foxe ' s  a5iiLtp to condain 
one-tLnte closure costs and recuzzing =s*d of perfarping &the 
AQdC ession after privatization. 

R g s o W z l ~ ~ g  projeczced closure casts have inc--ed, Ln 
hwt U S 1 ,  the Uz ZOzce bese closi=- e a u p  vvalidcted a 

.7?70n.X Thig Bewazk AO/AGHC c l o s c v  budg-et of $62.3 ml,-l 
mount is $30.9 million m o r e  *& t5e  c r i r X  p=o-jeceor. of 
$31.3 &lLion. Alms: aZ1 of b e e a s e  is at',fuWle 
t o  -e es'azed $30.5 U o n  tLans i t ion  cost  to corn 
f x m  Uz ?ome to contractor o~exa t ion .  AccozdLng to L- 
Fosce o Z f i c U ,  the 0 r 5 ~ r u r l  cost est-- o r d ~  hc1ud& 
~ o s * s  associa*ad w i t h  trePsfe-g and sqarat log  personnel 

the b u e  closure process and for *---+ned-=ing a 
U t e d  amunt of wortload to ut5e.r Lir Force d e p o t s .  They 
notad that LIOD has no sear --fen= w i t h  xL=rizing a 
l a r ~ ,  c o q l e r  depot n=intexmnce facFlitp. Mditionrlly, 
since '& development of *he c loseze  akd privatization 
option fo= AGHC vas done q~icklp, +&e - b e  a.raitable to 
identify all the a c t o r s  and cos= associadd with U s  
optloa st the  thie of the 1953 -BRAC wss limized. 

*e ALz F O x e .  wnsiarz z - v e  of cLoaep ccsts from 
$47 million to $76 mill ion before validating the 
$62 -2  mil l ion  esL;imate. 



We zecomp~ted the payback us-g DOD's 1993 Cost of 
3-e Realiment e o n s  (COafM) model.= We used the 
est lmazd SO-CIXCZL~~ cos- valiCazeO b-y the Air T o n e  Ln 
A u ~ s t  1994 (adjusted for irAilation) a d  asstnned that 
pst-clos~re o-pzatlons m l d  result 13 33.8 ;rtiLlion ummal 
saviqs as rn origi3a,try projected fn 1 9 9 3 .  TLse .ntodel 
indicated t h a t ,  wiCZ these costs artd assumptiom, the 
myback period m l d  be over 100 -yea=- =a*%e thaa 0 y e a s  
cs orig-lly projectad by the DeW!zent. Boweve=, the DOD 
approvd dLscaont ,'ate used l a  *e C3BRA model lurs Seen 
-"r-dud Lzmn 7 percent i n  1993 ~ R A C  process to 
2 - 7 5  pe,rcent in 1995 ." C3nsequently, we adjnsted &the C3BRA 
meet W the =ev:sed d i s c m t  factop-holcUng cLI o-her 
vatiables c3aatant--aad fo~ irc  +Ae revLsed payback per:& to 
be 17 ye-. AchievLag a 27-ye= payback is depment on no 
3FhP+ irreeme in one-time clobnre costs dad achieving *A 
$3.8  milllon annual post-closrrre operaCAonal cast savings 
orlgillclly ?rojectad by the D e p ~ z t t e x t .  Ort-  wo=k has 
Cetemhed neither of these ass:lmption. is likely 
beczzse of s i e f  icant cost tznce,~s;.lti es . 
%iUe the A 2  Force 3zs zecqnized "At an estisated 
$62.2 miLlion w l U  Se ,-ed as BXAC funded casts of 
closare, i t  iCso recoqLzes there w i l l  h a  additional 
one-time clasu,-e costs not fmded by 3RAC. For exzmple, rrr 
e s L a t e d  $4.8 6 ,  million w i l l  jt needed ta cover casts sucb 

%CD w e s  the c u m  model e s t d t e  the return on 
i c v ~ ! s ~ ~ 3 ~ t  cf its closure & zecligrzaent cecisiors. %e 
csst  m&el  consists  of a sot of forp;le= or cl~ori+ihms 'at 
use star!dard factors and We-qecific data in its 
Calcula+Luzzs. Zach DQD -com?onent had its cwn s e t  of 
studrd cost f acmft derf ved readily available 
o t i  S a e  aze idenffeal f o r  eadz conx?oneat 
bee-@ t h y  L.Z mandated = ~ q z l a t i o n  o r  1.w o r  ires~ltrad w p r i ~ y .  

"COSRA a L s o r L 1 M  I 3 c o r p z ~ - &  2 WSCCEX~ =&& ta c z l d a t e  
both the number of ye&- ze@z-e& to o b a  a re*&-- o-, 
i=v~;;mert +nC a 20-yeat aet present o r l ~ e  ~mLgis. The . .. 

so.;L-ce cf l den t i , y?g  "%be approprfate dlscorz?t rzte is 
Cf ffce of -Xa>z~ement a;?b Zud~et Ci==-21cx P.-94, "GridelLies 
and Discsonr Elz4tss f o r  Senefit-Cost AczlqrsFs cf Fed- 
L ~ c p z m s . "  In *be 1993 3 W ,  a 6Lscomt =ate of 7 p e z e m  
wu used, meez .*Ae r c s q * d o n  '&at COB=. aszlpses WP-e 
"bzse-cesew benefit-cast znalyses as deflsed the 
Cf--az. DCD ~etemizied *at *&e epptovec! d h c o u n t  ra te '  
assocf a t d  wiLA "cost-eff ecti~eness" ar,alvpes should 3e as& 
fc r  the 1995 SRAC. 
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estimated $4.86 million w i l l  be needed to cover cos- such 
as inte-fm heal- bene3- for PCSOIL~CL separating L~-rrm 
gov~xzuuent esployment. ASSO, th- will 3e envizcnmental 
cleanup costs of same tmdete&ed a m ~ t ,  Thrts far, 
$3.62 -ion has been identified for envf =omnental cleanup. 

As already 13Cicatedr we have a lso  identified o-Aer 
poten*- closzzz cosbd tie L- Fosce has pot fnclPded. 
One i s  t?e cost to ac- rig& =a provide eta sme 
equipment mzzwfacte-e,75 cansic?e= p,roprietr,.=y t o  c a t - q c t o r s  
q ~ c t A a g  b Sid on the BGZldC mhtanance  worklcad. . 
- f e w  =ighks LRvolve &he c l a 3  cf ~ k ~ s h l p  by 
e q f p m e n t  mziifam--e=s of some 'mcpe in2 o m t i o n ,  such 
technical da"~ ,  c k a ~ h p ,  a d  re~ais pracesses , "to ?=act 
'&e ma=cufact3,--er8s =ket poslLdoa by pzohibiting disclome 
a s i d e  the govemaect. An L- 5 0 z e  official said cost 
estimates w- submiZ"Le0 by four equ ipmen t  manufac?=z--a~ 
claiming proprietary rfghL%, a d  *hese es tha tes  were 
*absurdly high. " UEle we cannnt ' icientffy whaz these 
additFonal  one-time cos'd wiL1 be, unidentffiet? costs  
pcsh %be pzybcck perf od w e n  fuz%I\e=, 

At the tFme iCmC&fied for closnrp ~ n d  
privatizab;ion, DOD estima- $68.09  million uzmral cost fo r  
contractus operzzions urd $71.84 W o n  in net amxal 
savings io -soaael and overaead rests--=esalcAg LXI an . - 
estiPPated annnal saenp of $3.8  U r n -  3em~zring cos* 
aftez AGMC closrrre and priva+tization probably cazmat 5e 
detemfned wit3 izny d q e  of ~~~~~ce unril aftes contzact 
rrego-dztion a'1d -d. Zowever, some X r  Forre  o f f i c i a l s  
have est isa*ad --+a "AM achAwfaq sadngs, e h ~ u e l  
recu~,-h~ costs could a6,uzLly exceed c e =  costs of 
operatiers. ?or e-jle, an Air F a c e  =teriel Comnund 
( B r Z ]  m e m a r w h  noted +&a= s=evcFlhg la3o= =tes and 
privaee sector ChLCges fa= similar i'as suggest +hat it 
W-ll be difffmlt *a keep the arrnnal ccnLact velue the sane 
as the c;r=rent ~nnn;iL civilFan sala,=--a kap assm3tion h 
achievzag ae origiaally p=ject&- $3 .8  Prillioa an~rtal 
savings. 

An LZC-antlysis d e l e n e t 2  that, assuming Lbese ccsba ere . 
cq&abie, a d c t i o n s l  costs fc= s,-oLft and C S X I + Z ~  

"k121ysis 5p -&e transizion p r o ~ u ~  maatpner~t office 
d e t e e e d  *&at fc r  230 = Force items cu,z3tly = e s m  
at AGXC *At a l s o  h c ~ e  repair U s t ~ z y  in "the wivZte sector, 
%he cont=ractor c=s'Ls were generzlly 1 .5  *& 3 *Aes Eghc-  
t h z ~ ~  the BMC cost. 



$1.8 mtltion. A d d i t i o n a l  cast .  f o r  proptie- data and 
b e s  could hcrease the posz-closme operacon C J S ~ S  by 
$3.8 million annoPlly. 

A Novembr 1994 AlMl memorandum hformed system managc~  of 
kc-eestd 5 . i n g  - v i r e 3 l e z t s  f o r  AGMC workloa& t o  cover 
acticipated F n c e u e s  in cof of opera=ion mtZe= 
prfvab&ation-h-place. A Dec- 1994 m e e t i n g  of'+& 
*isltLon St=tagy P a e l  coaf-d the pro:- 
Lnc-eases . For excmple, +de pro j ecc4 L i s c a l  yea= 13 97 
c3sf.s C t e r  pr2mtization-iP-place we==- &out 107 peecent 
higaer than pro jeaed costs lrader governmat operation. 
Addi'donaUy, the project& COS'G of cantractor  ~ p e - a ~ o p ~  
for tie 5-ye= -?e=iod kt-- fisch2 PM 1996 md 2000 
w e r e  e s ' a t e d  to 50 ov= $456 ~ l l i o n  m c r e  ULZQ previorrrly 
e s ' a t e d  costs of q o m n t  operations over that peziod. 

Ozarrc Cam33 Am P ~ T ~ Z r n  ISSUES 

O t a e ~  privatizecion issues relate to (1) 3ropr i e th -p  data 
claims, (2) the effect of the clcsnre on a e s s  depot 
maiatocaaco capaci-, (3)  &tbe WgR of srivatfzhg core 
iiorklozd, (4) the swntation o f  the matrology and 
c-tios sission, and (51 +A Lsmsfc of AGMC propmy 
an< facilities r o  the loChL reuse c ~ s i o n .  

me prqrietzzy sights to tecbie l  &+a is un=esclved fa= 
s o m e  -arklo&& to 3e cOpL~ze_ed oak ard couid 
kcease  *&e costs of prfz+&ation. 1n +his czse, vhen 
csnc4actors k v e  a legitimate clbim of ownership, me 
gove,=ent C.ZLTZ?O~ m c k e  ' a s  i a C o a a t i s n  avzilable to 0th- 
private s e c t a r . f h  t hz t  coqete  f D= the A a C  m t e - a  
vo=-*load. The amount of l e p o t  mafintenace wo&loud at 
'&t ino01ves prapr ie tzq  data, the extmt to vhich ownez's 
of ~ ~ ~ r 2 e t z z z  r t q h * ~  =e v i _ L l i n s  t o  sell tbese fights to 
the gave-t, or &he potential  cost of 3 ~ l s  ac~ksLtion 
hzw not Seen dete=C=ed. .,- Force oZ2icicls aot& t l e y  
ere 13vesticztlng -pss251e inetLodS f o r  tile pzos;ecxve 
b i e e ~  ta g , s z ~  t*e 3ecsss~- -  dx, righ-a as pa,== of &&eLv 
~ Z o p o s d .  Ecwever, >=a;~ie+&~ data =rgblems brve akeady - 
C=nk55u=od +a the 'cia? of s w e z d  key ~ = o c p a n  milestones, 
LaclaUg ?zepcaticn of Zl3e statem-t of work and 
ccqLsl'2cn aaC szurce seieckton plans, k-e a poteat2cl 
b L ~ Z a z  :? '&e AGXC PtLaa~dza~ion.  



E f f e c t  on Excess CaWcitsr 

The privatiza*Lon o f  BQIC will not re!rrce excess capacity by 
the 1 . 7  million hours previously e s t a t e &  if 
privatization-in-pla is comple+rd u axrentLy pLanneC. 
Since zany o f  the sp.sfcra. and cJIPponents cnaently repaked 
at AGXC are act zepired elsewhere, the AGHC degot 
-ten+nce W i U t y  does nct generally duplicate repalr 
capabilltp- iotaad elsewhere. kllere dnpiicato caphi l i tp  
exis*, cansolidattrg L l l c  re?&- war-Uoe& hlG el-e-ag 
* -dmdancies v o d d  be expected to generate ecoaocUes aad 
efticienciez. hrently, it i. planned ' h f  clmost ZU the 
AGHC capability w i L l  3e m-ed in place f o r  i;ae by pr iveu  
c3nmcto=s.- %e air Force will =taiE ownersup of depot 
plant equipmeat and a e  s ' a d s  laboratoq eqzipmat,  
which AQE accountable , ~ e c o r S  iadica- are  valued at aboa 
$326 million, Sikh +as eep-zt ,  f t 1s C i l Z l c o l t  to 
and-tand hem %ID sro j m  the e l i x b a t f  on of ;. 7 mfilion 
houxs o f  excess czpacitp. 

Pzi7atiz2zion of Core Workload 

A U  of AGICr s xnCnter:ance workloed tLas been iden, +Lf&ed as 
core m=k to be re'- i=r govctrnnont facilities. Since 
1993, w h e n  *&e hi= Fcrce rtxomezded +he= At2K be closed and 
privatized, each of the services identified depot . 
maintenance c a a l l l t p  far w h i c h  it n s  tinsidezed essential  
t h a t  this caal?flft-y be =tained as o e c  DOD 
ca;ajility--re2e--red to esi core capsbiuty." A c c o r m g  to 
Office o f  + e  Se-f cf Defense guz-ce, care  exLs-a to . . W z e  opez~=Lonal r2sks ZI& to gueactee  requi-w 
rezWess for critical --pan systems - The Aiz Torte 
dete_ained that 100 pe-ect of *b. AGXC depot maintenance 
uorkload is =,a. AGKC i s  the 'only Air Force deput aeivi ty  
havdg all i- ram= vorkbad detinad as core--with om- 
depou ' co--r: capebilitp ~ g n g  f rom 59 percent a+ 
S a C r ~ e n t o  AL= to 84 percent at W a a e r  3ooDiu A X .  Ba k7L 
~ z ~ u m  noted some inccnsistency b glanSng :o con*acz 
oc= wwmsad =efix& as 100 pe-cam coze, while conrfzuLng 
to sapport &the need fc r  -Pai4a5ag core ccpbili$y iTI SID 

* 

*o=e rs bethed  by DCD zs the capdiliw ~ ~ L z = z c ~ &  -ri+aa 
orgzn'dc Def e s e  cepccs m e e =  reaCFoess and s l l s t a i n r b i l l ~  
xepiriremea-t of +de -rezpn spitems *that rmupc= the Z o h t  
W e f s  of S-aff  cond.!4Qency scenario. Car. Cepct 
maLztenance ezsebili+fu zze irtended to c G = L s e  o n l y  the 
dx~fnrmn facLUzles, eqcfpment snd s k i l l e d  :e?;oznell 
n e c e s s ~ z  to e r m r  a reaby 'and controlled s c u z e  of 
requk-ed t e c b i a 1  cqetence  . 



f acil;fbties. sowe=, the mernorandpm ncted t3at CJe inherent 
rfsk of conczactrnQ oat can be minixized if the worWoad is 
retained at LlGNC as a result of priva+Lzation-Fn-?lace. Afr 
Force o f f i c i a l s  stated tSat r e U g  gwve=nmen+ ownexxhfp 
of t ! !e dssion-related equipment at AGW i s  essential to 
c o n ~ z l l i n q  *& r=sk of pivac-izing &&is czzCdcal CO-TB 
workload, 

Secmentation of 25e X e t z o l o w  and Cs3bzat lon  YLseian 

m e  -t = l a n  to -zeC& of the met-alogy and 
callSratlon ass fon  to be pk--fo-d by AZr Porce personnel 
w h i l e  -=FvaCdJng *e sladazc?c? l a b o = e t ~ - ~   ICEOIL OIL may be 
neitker practdccble no= ccsr-af2ecti;re. We fauad a t  the 
--us labazabazy -fncfi=a i s  gene--ally L.?e t r r i r r n g  
ground where Air Force cielrlaa m o m e l  develop e e  ski- 
they neod to perfarm tZIe metrology and caUhratloa 
frrnctiora &At w L I I  be c o n t h e e  at AWL as a qwe,lllpeat 
opezation- We discxssed +U issue wiL& pezsonnel from both 
t3e Brmp axuZ the  ,Bavy who mdzta ia  s M h r  o r ~ r z i e  
ctpabflities to swport smite me-=ulo~ and calLk--a'Lon 
~ a a g e z t e n t  -Snnfcns. P e y  natd t h z t  Irom t h e 2  
p e - w c t i v e ,  conL-acCng ?cC of this sork w m e  mzFn'a-g 
ncst of it as a gweL3ment acSvity xoclc not 5e desi,*le. 
Bzvy officials noted 'frat 100 percent 05 tkkei= mef;-oLq and 
calibraCdon pro- manzgernt~t persoae: f03eSly 
exuploped in me p-y s-ds laboratory. A z z  anc! Navy 

-officials 9 z t e d  &at the erpeeience and *aining galaed 
tram "heir =Lor work labozatsries was essestial to 
p - o m c e  of =-.an m;?nnpzcpt =eqczs3f l l t ies .  

We ques3osred t3e v l a i l i t y  cf b v i &  the Mz Porce 
interse,-vice its metrolo= and .calibration activities to t h e  a and/or IPLvw, i r h i ~ h  h ~ v e  sLniAe ac?3vi=Lss. Lv urd 
Navy o f f k i d s  said +A= belFeve it would be passfile to 
combine =e Force metzology and c t l f i r z t i o r ,  ,LtL?Mon 
w',l'd '&at of one or 5ath of -2s other  sexices. L- Fozse 
of f i c ia l s  s a d  tiley cozside-eC S ~ * t e , ~ f c i . n g  but deze-ed 
that rrefLlfitr &he B;sPy lo= -3e 1 P z ~  fzcilities meet +Ae 
tolerances zeqLzed for cr l f ize tbg some Alr Fcrce eqcipenk 
or k v e  -the ca;aciq to assme X= Porce worklolrd. A = = - .  
and Hzy official. ~ ~ = e d  e a t  an r x i . t ~ n 5  mezora.nCum 02 
a-ent unong +&e LZtzee mlLf CewzeE'- ts  pzovi5es +&zt 
if oze of 'Ae ;riiazzwf s'tdPZcls iabczzt~=crfes loses iCc 
ca~aiiitp-,  h&e :-mg Max-a,--ies woc,c assis': fn 
meeCLtng caLL3rz6tion w e z a e = = a .  mese o2ZicieLs saZd 9 e y  
beUeve thut bfe3-ici2g ar  j o i n =  ~ ~ c ~ a t i o r - s  shorlC be 
fzrt?.bez considered Sy -the Ate Fo-ye.  



T=amfe= of Pm~ertv and FacFlf  f les 
to -Local 3ecse COm1~2ssfoa 

% ~ h t i z s t t o n - i a - p h c e  a - o a e  is ' on 
L=fezing m a p  of =he N-k property m d  faciIii-@., which the dLv F o i e  en--= a be m a  eon= 
3 3  o e l o  r e  . yo 6- 

i=PP=oaa Krk. +ae %- F-a ~ U S Z  * w z e  of ae 
P z P e Q  a d  f a c i l i t i e s  at cast  c 1e.s := -ket 
e u e *  lihet2zer + a s  L z Z e  -- place is mcl- 
S-Ce (11 U e  fak e k e t  W n e  hu not be- det-ed a~ 
(21 a m ' s  as to -A cost  of - +e > = = p e z  as m e w  of 
pa-2 iud as 20 i r h e i ? e  the = m e  c m s a i ~ n  is w i i ' l i a g  t3 

zupons~i~i+y f o r  op-qtbg me prop- -- 
f a a l l f l s  b v e  not been reached. % e f m  ~ o p g p  
L a ~ l f e ~  zt below est2mizte6 far v k e t  r ~ u e .  Sea- of the atr 30rce a m s t  eqlain the s-+ a d  amwe *&= 
by -efco E(1 Force of f ic ia l s  noted &&tr P&&g =at. 
of +the em* 0-tdL - P i s ,  they e q c t  to amep 
me P m p a q  t e m g h  an -0n-c developmu+ ,meymea 
PeT faoorakie te=ps to the 10~a r e u e  co-ssian. 

A l-2 reuse c ~ s s i o n  of L c ~ U  mid us that Mttl 
rocmtly the CO~SSIO~ k l f w e d  the 3-k 
pzopet~p would be t z a s 5 e n d  t o  the c c ~ e s i o n  a a. cost .  
The otfi- n o c 4  that it is qcxestiarr&le whether the 
C-ssfon w i l l  be iawL bed b a-59 property we= oMe comXtions. . 

hfstoriclGy hzs aC; lu ie=M -fialtles h try- to 
close ail- bzses. ?his a e s  us ze1.c-t--&sent 
wu?g =UOLIS--~O =cammend that DCJD revisit pt., 
dosisiona of &the Base R e a l i ~ m t  and Uos;rre C o a s s i c n .  
zOclevprr we bezierre that the prahlemn beizg fa- 
a l e m e n t i n g  +as decision a=e of such ~1 ~ C I Q L ~  i ~ l t y i e  to 
w&-t l ; ' e b i = k g  pL-a ~ 1 . e ~  -1 pzivatizctisn of Ec-efore, we recamem t!!; -&e Sece+a-ies of 

Force znd Defense zee-une, 2 of t ! e  ongo* 
9 a  1955 r o c e r a ,  bet!! 3aa0s U93 :ecomencatlon *a close 



R-k Aii/AGMC and the iUr Force's appnach to implementing 
the closure decision through privatization-in-place. 

P- of the w=k on this assignment resated frm arc 
ongoLog efforr. to =eview m o w  depot ma-tenance issues, 
k c l a g  a a l p i s  of the  of ~ D ' s  @ffork8 to 
lnplonent depot d o m e s  resalting f=om prior BRIE 
dedsions .  W e  completed work f o r  U s  =epoL3 in N O V ~  
Is94. We CUscnsred a drat l  of thtr reprz vfth a g u q  
off icials  and have ineluded thel= comments where 

. appropriate. O t x  ircrk was  perf- ia acc-ce w i t h  
geneally accepted government audLb&g t t a n W -  Otle sea 
'LPd =thodolow diScussd Fil g r e a C t =  -1 in 
a p p e e  I. 

ajar cont=ibu6s were  Julia Denman, &ssis*%at Director, 
and 3kank Lawson. 

D& M. Heivilin 
Dfrectar, Defease ~ g e a ~ t  

and RBSA Issues 



SC8PZ AND - 0 W G P  

TUU us to r e v i a  hsr the ~ e p e ~ a m  of Deleme p 0 3 1  is 
-9% m o w  fssuea z e k t e d  to the Uoswe  o f  cicpor malnce-.c 
a-rifles, hc112ding (I) the i l l ocaMon  of *o=Uad %at L. 
c r r e n t l y  being perfoxzed at  these a w e x e s ,  e'aler to mD 
ar-lvities or to the c m - i d  secto=; ( 2 )  mlicies md pr;rc~&es 
3 0 s  of t t e e  a ;  ( 3 )  mucips 
Ud ~ ~ c e d f - c .  to provide the a t i n 9  W S Z ~ O ~ C ~  opp-ties t o r  
- ~ l o ~ e a t ;  ( 4 )  the potentill for can=z ion  s f   ere -Lvitier 
h t o  c m e z z L U  = e g U  zcti*iies; m d  ( 5 )  U, u p b t e  of DCD8s 
-tes :ax closure ccsir and szvinga as a of i q i e e ~ t b g  p l o r  Def~?re m e  CLos, and R e a l i q m u r r  C o L a s L o n  (5-1 
d e c i s i o n ~  f a r  depot. closrces. . 

U - S ~  Hwmk A.k FO-ZC@ Base CICSL- aqd p r i n u m t i c n  of 
the Aems~ace Guidance and Xetzzlogi .  c e t c  (-1 W L ; ~  L L ~  Faze 
off ic ia l s  responsible f o r  -1-eaag ;he m C  decision at A(XC8 
L- 3*xe H , = e i l l  Cumand (M) and A2 P o x e  head mart^. we 
a 3 0  ( 2 )  &xrr.sed estimated cl08c;e cosi. m d  rarimgs dth Liz 

o f f l c L ~ ~ s  at varL0.s locatiom, and (2) -te m C  
t a c l l i q .  condac-ting ir-ieu. w i t h  c e ~ t e  ;e=oraei & rerlochq 
"*=0=2a -6 e ~ ~ I v f z q  docmenAltion. in adr5la.n. m con-d 
-ceme Contract .&magement C-d, D e f m s e  con- 

eCt a=dL+ &en- and ~EHC can-ac-tinq persome1 f c r  c o n b e - = u t e d  w ~ - u ~ a  & 
kboratories  to obtaia W o m a r i a  on Weir ca;abili+y t. 

U e  A G E  me-ologp workload cnb +&eLr v1-s on p r i n t b i n g  
&-- 05 *e mtmlogq. hrPrslons whSe can-0 % keep ths 
-=ern &-=ion e. a g o v c . z p 1 ~ ~  o m t i o n .  

We " a p e d  Laws, poLLcies, znd m a t i o m  g w e i n g  coze 
Ofcice of -3hzmqemenf a d  3 w e t  c i rc r l c  1-76 and 

l o l r q -  LeCter  12-1 for i;if;=matian OE inhe;=r;ly gme-ae~w 
0 TO a ~ 8 - s  the i q a e  02 increme 2. :\e e-t& cbst of clos3ag AewCiL L W A W C ,  , used t2ze 1993 -st af B a e  
-1l-e Actdoas madel to 3. C o s a e  UC reLoat2on 
=35= payback period, 

h this review. r e  used -de same,re;o~s a d  szatisL- GCS 
F o m  uses -to m o o  e s t  02 e t a =  ua e s t h t e  the 

=~CGTI~T costs a s s o c L z t ~  wL*A AGXf ~=iva;lsa"on. k-e C d  mt 
kapWldellt 1' detcrpipe -a&- rdZabii22y. 





Fact Paper 
on 

The GAO and Newark AFB 
Background: 

At the direction of the HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD 
depots due to BFLK 88,91, and 93 decisions. 
As a part of this study, the GAO :ook a look at the C ~ O S U ~ C  of Yewark AFB and rhc 
privadzation in place (PIP) of the Aerospact Guidance and Mezoiogy Ccnter 
(AGMC). 

Discussion: 
In heir repon, GAO identified ;c~nc:rns itgarding this closure and the PIP concrpt: 

Cons, savings. and payback pcxiod 
GAO points out that one *Ime costs have doubled. recurring costs could 
exceed the cost of current AF opcrarions, and payback period could ranee 
between 17 - 100 years 

AF comments: The .Aix Force has budgeted an additional 93 1 rniilion to dose 
Newark ilFB above h e  original S? 1 rmillion cited in rhe 93 BRAC Repon 

This additional budget for workload transidon minimks operational risk 
Transition and recurring costs arc currently unknown 

Competition should drive costs down 
Fum cost proposals due mid June 95 

Propriermy data claims 
GAO idcntiricd a potcndal barrier to PIP if proprietaq data rights arc not 
secured for use under PIP anan,, 0-ment 

AF comments: AFMC is working the p r o p r i e q  data issue 
AU manufacturers with propr'eeary data ri$u have a g e d  to allow, or will 
negotiate for, use of propriezry data under PIP 
Cmzot budgets do not include costs associated with buying dam ri@u 

Data costs cod6 'x Ininimai z t m  of z iuiacnucrs  h o i c k ~  iiphts is 
seiected 

Scgmenrztion of nesoIc=.y snd c a b n d o n  mission 
CIAO idendried an !reoasistency with contracing h e  sTandarris laboratory 

while kee~ing rhe menlo~~ca l ib radon  management funcdon organic 
GAO also pointed out the interse~icc poential of these funcriorn 

.G comments: h ar, oEort to maximize pdvadzadon at AGMC. the A F  chose 
to contract those funcdons that were 301 considered 'inherently govcmmcnral' 

The standards lab rcxains a viable candidarc for privatization 
Intenemicing all AGMC workloads is being cvaiuaed as an almmadvc to PIP 



Effect on exctss capacity 
GAO staes the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capaciry by 

the amount previously estimated 

A.F comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in 
divesting itseIf of the facilities and personnel through PUP at AGMC, the AF 
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours 

Privatization of cDrt workload 
GAO idennfied an inconsistency with conacul_e out 'core' workload 

AF comments: AF logisrics mission best served by PIP opaon - GAO point about the capability at Newark being considered 100% 'core' is 
correct 
AF evaluated the risk associated with moving some of this capability to above- 
core status by shifting it to the ~rivate sector 

P P  option could rnitigatt the risk of transferring the workload out of con  
if the facilities, people, and equipment remained in place 
Strategy preserves all elements of an essential wartime capability 

Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP 
Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under 
budgetary ieducrions associated with the drawdown in defense 
Keeps unique capability on line to suppon potential contingencies avoids 
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves 
Potential loss of seasoned technicians not moving with h e  workload 

TAmisfcr of propcLq/faciIities to local reuse commission 
GAO identified unct~ainties associated wit! this nnsfer due to fair market 
vdue de~~minarion and lack of a_mtrnents berwttn .W and local reuse 
commission on assuming rtsponsib~liry for propezylfaciliries 

XF comments: Not 3 snow-stcpper 3s h e  propexy an be made available at 
any time with a lease in order to implement PIP 

.Q- is workmg a properry rtsponsibihry agretnent with the local 
commission pending *e ourcome of the environmental assessment- mar 95 
Expecting to convey the property to the local commission under very 
favorable terms 



GAO Rtcommendarionsr ----- 
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process: 

DOD's 1993 recommendation to close NewarWAGMC 
AF approach to implementing the cIosure decision through PIP 

AF Response: 
In our view, here is not enough data at this time to conclude that closing the base and 
privatizing in place h NOT the direction the AF should go 

Current suattgy 
Continue to work PIP to reduce cost and risk 
Condnue to assess alternatives to PIP 

Moving all AGMC workloads to other .A.F and inenemice depots 
Due late ,March 95 

Determine actual PIP cosu through source selection 
Should be known late June 95 

Use independent conuacsr in source selection activities and alternatives analysis 
to provide 

Inde~ndent  ccmfication expressing agctmcnt wirh source selection 
rnethodoiogy and conclusions 

- ~ 

Independent cos: assessment of alternative approaches to PIP 
AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload 







' TASKING 

AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL 
ACTION ITEM (13 JAN 95) 

ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B - BACK UP TO 
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORI< OUT THE LOW C,OST 

. . 
ALTERNATIVE'SOLUTIO'N~ 'TAKEFU LL  CONSID ERATI'ON: . . 

OF iNTERSERVIClNG. 

ACTION: HQ AFMCIXP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND ' 

PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION. 



ASSUMPTIONS 

BRAC FUNDING WlLL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT 
PLAN B . 

AF WlLL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR 
FY 96 AND BEYOND 
INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WlLL BE REQUIRED 

. . . . 
L O S S  OFSKILLED WO'RKFORCE,' TRAII\III\IG WILL BE . 

REQUIRED 
MILCON WlLL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES 
STARTING DATE WlLL BE 1 OCT 95, TARGET END DATE 
IS 1 OCT 98, MUST FINISH BY 1 JUL 99 



CRITERIA 

RISK 
TRANSITION . 

TECHNICAL 
INTERIM SUPPORT 

COST 
NONRECURRING . . .. . . .  . . . . :  . .._ .:.. 

RECURRING 

SCHEDULE 
TRANSITION TIME 



ALTERNATIVES 

COMMON TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 
-MOVE METROLOGY TO WR-ALC - $52.7M 
-MOVE RING LASER GYRO TO NAVY - $2.02M 

ALTERNATIVE B1 

-MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC 
ALTERNATIVE B2 

. - ' - MOVE .A[R'CRAFT'TO'~WR-A'~C 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  

ALTERNATIVE 83 
-MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC 

-MOVE MISSILES TO 0 0 - A L C  



NONRECURRING 
METROLOGY 

Realigned 
Elitninntcd 

Precision Measi~re~ne~~t Mlcrowave Sttls. Lab 
Slnndartls Calil~rslion & Repair Laser Strls. Lob 

Opllcs St (1s. La11 

COST SUMMARY (MI 

Cons~uct ion . . . . . . : $ 4.1. . 
I ' 

. . .  
: ., ~ersohnel  . ' .  $ 1-.9 - 

Moving $46.3 
Other $2 
TOTAL $52.7 

PHASING 



PERSONNEL 

Reoligr~ed 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
NAVY 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, - WJOn I 'RQJECT~ 

RLG Test 0001$161,950 l s o l a l i o ~ ~  Piers $0.21 M 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY 

Cons!ruclion~ . $ .45 . _ .. .. . .- . . .. ,. . . ? .  
. . J  

I '  ' . . . I . .  . ' 

'*$l;04 : .  
. '  .. . ' .  .. ~ ~ ~ ~ . h ~ i b l  : 

Moving $ -29 
011 I Other $..24 
TOTAL $2.02 



Realigned 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE 61 

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, - MAJOR PROJECTS 

Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Roon~s 
Software Eng Training . Isolation Piers 
(rolled into personnel number) 

COST SUMMARY (M1 - 

. . 
. a .  . . . C.onstrqction . . .  . . . .  .. . .  $13,5 , . . . . .  

: ': ~ e r s o h r i e ~ .  , . $39.9 . ,: . 
Moving $ 109.1 
0/1-1 Other 15.0 
TOTAL $207.5 

FYOO --- 
$1.5M , 













PERSONNEL 

Realignetl 
Eliminated 

NONRECURRING 
ALTERNATIVE B3 

MAJOR PROJECTS ------- 

Gyro M e c l ~ a l ~ i c  Training Clear~ ROOIIIS 
Software E t ~ g  Training Isolation f3iet*s 
(rolled into personnel t ~ u ~ n b e r )  

COST SUMMARY (M) 

Construclion ,. . .. $ 43.1 .. . .  . . . .  . . . .  . .". $, jga7 . , . , . _ .  , '  
. , .. . . 

. .  . . . '. Persotinel .. 

Moving $ 190.0 
0It-l Other. 
TOTAL $200.0 

FYOO -- 
$1.7M 



ll IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE 
(OC-A LC FOR AIRCRAFT) ALTERNA UVE B3 



3 - r n  ' O u m .  u u w  
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ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS 

B1 
Benefits (M) 
NIRCOSIS (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 47.4 
0.8 42.7 . 133.0 110.4 4.3 1.5 292.7 
30.2 30.2 30.2 38.2 30.2 30.3. 229.2 
39.0 U0.9 171.2 148.6 42.5 39.7 521.9 

62 
Benefits (M) 

... ..I NIRCosrs (M) . 
, Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.2 1 .I 9.5 17.5 30.3 5S,G 
. .. 1 ;5 . . :::" : 31.g: :. : -.; 102.0 . . . .  124.6 , . .. . 38.2 . , : ; : . ?99.,7 .,. ' . .  . .  . . .  . . . .  . ' .  :. '. . .. .. . . . .  
36-12 311.2.' 38.2 30.2 . '  bO.f .. 3 0 . 1  .. 129,2. . . . 

3 9.7 70. I 140.2 162.13 76.4 3 9.7 520,9 

83 
Benefits (M) 
N/RCosls (M) 
Recurring (M) 
TOTAL COSTS 

0 .O 0.3 1 .G 10.0 17.5 17.9 47,3 
3.3 34.1 99.0 11 8.2 38.5 1.7 294.0 
30.2 38.2 3 0.2 38.2 30.2 3U.2 229.2 
41.5 72.3 137.2 156.9 76.7 39.9 524.0 



!*CENTER RATES 

AGMC 
OC-ALC (AIRCRAFT) 

. . . . 'o'o'-ALC (MIS SI LES)' ' .. ' 

i 

WR-ALC 





RECOMMENDATION 

COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY 
EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE 
WORKLOAD OUTCOME. 

b 

ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WlLL BE AT 
' 

. .  . . . .  . LEAST. $300M.:..: :. . . . : . . . . . . . . .  . . .  
- .  . . . . . . . . .  . . . . .  O .  . . . . . .  . . . . . . .  .. ' 

. - 

PLAN B WlLL DELAY CLOSURE. WlLL REQUIRE 
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION. 



THE D E P U N  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20301 

4 May 1994 

MEMORXNDUM FOR SECLfTAUES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMEKTS 
C m Y  OF THE J O r n  Cfim OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRFTARlES OF DEFENSZ 
D E C T O R ,  DEFENSE RESULRCH AND ENGB'EEIUNG 
ASSISTANT SECRET'AFUES OF DEAFEWE 
COMPTROLLER 
GENERAL COUNSEL 
DIRE(X0R. OPERATIONAL TI. AND EVALUA'?~ON 
ASSTSTAXIS TO ?'I23 SECRETXriY OF D=iSE 
DTRECTOR ADMlNERATION AYD W A G L k E h T  
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance Operations Policy 

I have complctcd my review of the Defc3sc Science Board Dqot  Mainrenanc= Task 
Force report As nozed in my foruarding letter to the Congress, the report is a constructive 
contribution to the chdengc of rightsizing the depot infras&ucturc of the DOD for p~t3tnt and 
future national &~CXISC ntds. 

The weapon systems and tquipmcnt d n e y  sustainability and life-cycle support 
L 
I 

requirements of the Dtpartinent demand a base of organic depots. To control risk, the 
Depsrtmmt's CORE depot maintcrtauct concept p~widcs for identification and quantification of 
bpccific capabilities that need to be resi&t in organic depots. The ability to ~uaranttt &livery of 
aexlilc and mponsivc industrid support rcprcscau tht --sscxe of DcD's d e p t  maintenance 
mission. 

CORE is k cupubitity maintained wirhin organic D$mc LO m c ~  
re0dinc.s agd mrainabiliry nquir-ts ofthe weapon syrm that ruppon thc JCS 
amingutcy scenario(s2. Core depot mninmaawc copobitih'w will camprirc only rhc 
minimumf0c:OC:!itics~ equiprunt und skiaed personnel nccessury to c ~ s u r e  a ready and 
wntrollcd s o m e  of required * c h i d  competcnct. (DoD r V c n w r n ~  Szbjcc,~ 
Depot Maintencnce Gpabiliv, &doted ~Voy&r IS, 1993.l 

'Ihc DoD CORE concept mcms dete-g %artmeat wide the C O G  =?ability 
requirements and jdadiying zquisik w o d d d  to maintain rhae qabiliijes, b& on military 
semi= inputs. This dett-mindon mcsi0crs the Ievtl of 7 2  and the capabiiities of dl DoD 
depots. Tbe Task Force validated the DoD CORE c~nc tp t  but ~ r n ~ ~  adoption of Service 
CORE Our nv i tw determined *bat -tcr flw'bility is acfiimab1c by maiz*ainhg rbe curmu 
DOD CORE 



With regard to competition bc.wetn tbe public depots and the private =Lor, thc Task 
Force i d  other related studies aad audits have concluded that: Databases and financial 
management systems in tbe Department and the Military Scnicts an not capable of supporting 
the detaination of actual cost of specific workloads. Although, vigorous attempls have been 
aade to execute fair publidprivate cost competitions through the media of h e  Cost 
Comparability Handbook, a level playing field is not achievable in drt near tern BaKd on th- - 
findings publidprivate cost competition wiII be discontinued cst present 

Tht Task Force concluded that the above findings p e W g  to publictprivate cost 
competitions also apply to publidpublic competitions. Additionally, tCc Task Force o b s ~ ~ ~  that 
then is considerable expense in conducting pubIid?ublic cost competitions, and t?mt tbc same 
eBciencfes can be gaincd by intcA3t,zicing workloads to Centers of Excelleace. I agrcc with the 
Task Force conc2usion tbat intrntrvidng of Dept Maintenan= work is preieziblc to direct 
pubiidpublic cost compt5tion. Pyc~efore, public vs. public cost competition will also be 
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on !he basis of eEciencies * a t  can be gaincd In 
tbc future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available. &e issue of cast competition should 
be reopened. 

Major modifications and upgads  10 increase a e  p c r f o m c t  envelope of systems arc 
not by definition part of depot maintmance CORE The Government b s  traditionally obtained 
developm~t and manufacture of kiu for modifications and up,gades from the privafe secar. The 
Task Force concluded that mjor .m&idons and upgrades should be pimadly accomplished in 
the private sector. This ccmcl11sion is sound and will bc i m p l e a e n ~ b  

Efficient &pot mainf- support of new weapon systems is of umm imporamcc. 
Howeytt, the paradigm must change; we should no longer assume new weapon systems and 
equipeat  win transition to organic depot s u p n  In many cases there is atithcr a w n g  
economic case nor risk wntml quirezm2 for stabfishing organic &@ mainkname mppor~ 
Tbe depot maintenance strategy is an knprUr~t elemtnt of *h aquisition process for new 
systms. It is clear &at in this era of dccmg f o ~  SQUCDLZ, the strategy must be rciincd 
ptriodidy throughout the entire acquisition cycle. Thc Deftsc Science Board Dqot 
Mainttnancc Task F o e  has been given an ac!ditiocal task of detcrmbing the process and 
proc&,rcs the Departme3t s h d d  a# in procuricg Lhc depot rmbmance supporf for ncw 
w q o n s  systezs Ibtir report win bc completed in 30 days. 

The ~Wiw Servics and Deitnse Agencies wiU r k  rhe actions necessary to i q l u n t n t  
the above ,@ante. These policy &anges art effctive kmdiatcly tnd MI be incorporztcd into 
DQD Dkecives. 
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7. Background. Ohio Senators Glenn and Dewiae sent a letter (Tab 3) to SAFIOS stating their concerns regarding the closure of 
Ncw8ric AFB and privatization in place of the AGMC workload. Their concerns include the intent of the Air ~orce's q u e s t  for 
proposal to achieve privatization in place and recent actions to move workload firom Newark The proposed responses at Tab 1 and 2 
address these concerns and are consistent with oiher Air Force and OSD correspondence on this topic. 

( ' 1  
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12 Recommendation. SAFIOS sign the proposed identical responses at Tab 1 and 2. I 
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE 
" WASHINGTON 

The Honorable John Glenn 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

'Dear Senator Glenn: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995, 
with Senator DeWine concerning the closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of Newark Air Force Base (AFB) , Ohio. 

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

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance 
and Metrology Center (AGMC) workloads to other organic depots, the 
costs for PIP, and the PIP cost proposal evaluation process. 
Coopers and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise 
the source selection board members and chairman. In addition, 
Coopers and Lybrand will submit a written annex to the board's. 
final report regarding cost estimating methodologies and 
conclusions. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air 
Force officials at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment 
of organic alternatives. 

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



- 
In  response t o  your concern t h a t  workload is current ly being 

moved out  of N e w a r k ,  I would l i k e  t o  c l a r i f y  tha t  the  Army and the  
Navy intend t o  move a limited amount of workload from Newark pr io r  
t o  t he  PIP so l ic i t a t ion .  T h i s  workload represents approximately 
f i v e  percent of the  t o t a l  workhours involved a t  Newark, at an 
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air Force, however, has not 
taken ac t ion  outside the PIP e f fo r t  t o  contract  current  workload 
from Newark AFB. As required by the Federal Acquisition 
~ e g u l a t i o n s ,  the A i r  Force did advertise i n  the Commerce Business 
pai lv  f o r  potent ia l  sources t o  contract general workload 
categories a t  Newark, This advertisement occurred on May 10, 
1994, and was used t o  ident ify prospective contractors  interested 
i n  responding t o  t he  d r a f t  and f i na l  Requests f o r  Proposal on the 
PIP e f fo r t ,  

I appreciate your in te res t  i n  Newark AFB and would.welcome 
Me opportunity t o  discuss i n  more detail the Air Force's strategy 
to comply w i t h  the 1993 BRAC recommendation, as well as those 
issues which both you and the  GAO have raised. A s imi la r  l e t t e r  
is being provided t o  Senator DeWine. 

. Sincerely, 



S E C R E T A R Y  0.F THE AIR FORCE 
- WASHINGTON 

The Honorable Mike DeWine 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Senator DeWine: 

This is in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995, 
with Senator Glenn concerning the closure and privatization in 
place (PIP) of Newark Air ~orce Base (AFB) , 0hio. 

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

In order to thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for 
closing Newark, the Air Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
independently assess the costs of transferring Aerospace Guidance 
and Metrology Center (AGMC) workloads to other organic depots, the 
costs for PIP, and the PIP cost proposal evaluation process, 
Coopers and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise 
the source selection board members and chairman. In addition, 
Coopers and Lybrand will submit a written annex to the board's . 
final report regarding cost estimating methodologies and 
conclusions. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and Lybrand briefed Air 
Force officials at the Pentagon on the results of their assessment 
of organic alternatives. 

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



- 
In response to your concern that workload is currently being 

moved out of Newark, I would like to clarify that the Army and the 
Navy intend to move a limited amount of workload from Newark prior 
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represents approximately 
five percent of the total workhours involved at Newark, at an . 
estimated value of $3.4 million. The Air Force, however, has not 
taken action outside the PIP effort to contract current workload 
from Newark AFB. As required by the Federal Acquisition 
~egulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business 
pailv for potential sources to contract general workload 
categories at Newark. This advertisement occurred on May 10, 
1994, and was used to identify prospective contractors interested 
.in responding to the draft and final Requests for Proposal on the 
PIP effort. 

I appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and would.welcome 
the opportunity to discuss in more detail the Air Force's strategy 
to comply with the 1993 BRAC recommendation, as well as those 
issues which both you and the GAO have raised. A similar letter . 

is being provided to Senator Glenn. 

. sincerely, 



March 7, 1995 

The Honorable Sheila E, Widnall 
Secretary 
Department of the Air Force 
The Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20301 

I Dear Secretary Widnall: 

AS you are aware,' the General Accounting Office recently 
recommended that the 1993 decision to- close Newark be 
reconsidered in the current round of base Closures, While the 
Air Force chose not to reconsider that decision, we intend to 
pursue the matter further with the Base Realignment and Closure 
Commission, 

Notwithstanding the fact that in our view the closure 
reconrmendation remains unresolved, we recognize that the Air 
Force intends to proceed with its privatization efforts. We are 
writing to express our grave concern over the Air Forceas actions 
to date, 

We repeatedly have been assured that privatization in place 
is the Air Force's preference. Yet, we understand the recently 
released draft request for proposals (RFP) does not appear aimed 
to achieve that result, Further, we understand the Air Force has 
taken action to contract out workload from Newark, simply 
removing it to the private sector. Additionally, we understand 
that the ~ i r  Force is reviewing the possibility of moving 
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. None of these 
actions is consistent with the represencations made to us that 
privatization in place is the Air Force's preferred outcome. 

Consequently, we request the opportunity to meet with you as 
soon as possible to discuss these issues in detail to demdnstrate 
exactly how the Air Force plans to privatize Newark's workload in 
place should the closure recommendation not be overturned, 

Best regards. 
Sincerely, 

Mike DeWine m h n  Glenn 
United States Senator United States Senator 

cc: Secretary William'J. Perry 
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bi WASHINGTON 

The Honorable IT* Glenn 
U n i t e d  States G e n a t a  
W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC 20510 

Dear Senator Glann: 

Tbis is in response to your joint letter of March 7 ,  1995, 
w i t h  Senator D e W i n e  concerning the closure am¶ privatization 5x1 
place (PIP) of Nwark sir Force Base (AFB) , Ohio. 

The A i r  Force supports me 1993 Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment r-rmrmission (BRAC) recamendation to close Newark AFB 
and is adhu3.ng to a viable strategy to achieve that end- This 
etratqy, developed in response to concerns raised. by the GAD, 
includes assessing other alternatives for sustaining mission 
aapabiliw and closing Newark AFB while aggressittcly pursuing the 
privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of nCL 
&her altemmtives -P P~DQS&+ 
the Air Force Y w i l l  render a detexlChati011 as to 
the best direction .for disposition of the vorkload at Nevark. 

In order tP thoroughly evaluate the merits of the options for  
closhzg Newark, the A k  Force has engaged Coopers and Lybrand to 
indirpendentlp assass the costs of wansferring ~erospace midance 
and Xetmlogy ceuxter (aMC) voflcloads to other organic depots, the 
w s t r  for  PIP, .and the PIP 5Cbposal evaluaqon process. Coopers 
and Lybrand v i l l  observe 't60 evaluation proqese and advise the 
source selection board members  and c?hairman. *-'In addition, Coopers 

,fi kk.L*c and Lybrand u i l l  submit - - ' '. dependen-hificntio--sing 
+, +C t b - e x b n L a L t h e 3 ~  & i t h - a e t b & o i . o g i ~ n ~ ~ i o ~  

'# ( o ~ e - s o u t ~ ~ .  On April 19, 1995, Cooper's and 
,d's -6- l; Lybrand v i l l  brief Air Poroe ofiicials at the Pentagon on the 

1 results of theLjs assassaent of organic alternatives. 

- 4 * * -  

/ /Q i4 The A i r  F o r c e  received many substantive ccnxaents from 
1 -  contractors responding to the draft Request f o r  Proposal (RFP) for 

c e C  PIP. All w m m e n t s  presented throuyh th is  process were considered 
and incorporated as deemed approprxate during the acquisition 
planning and RFP preparation proaess. As. a result of the comments 
received, we remain confidant that the resultant RPP w i l l  ensure a 
fair, best value competition f o r  privatization. additiop, 
based on the responses received, we believe that  the  majority of 
contractors will propose to accomplish the work in place at Newark 
AFB . 



In response to your concern &t workload is ~ u r r M t l y  being 
moved out of Newark, --I w o u l d  like to clarify that t he  Army and the 
N a v y  intend to nova a l imited amount of workload from Newark prior 
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represent6 approximately 
five pccrcont of the total workhours involved at Newark,  at an 
estbnated value of $3.4 million. The A k  Force, havever, has not 
taken action outside the PIP effort W c ~ n t r a c t  current workload 
f r o m  Newark AFB. AEI required by the Federal ~cquis i t ion 
Regulations, the Air Force did a d v d e  i n  the Coannercg m i n e s s  

for potential couxces to contract general workload 
categories at Newark, This advertisement occrvred on May 10, 
1994, and pras used to identify prospective contractors interested 
fn reSpondlmg to the draft and final Reguests for Praposal an the 
PIP effort, 

W e  appreciate your interest in Neomrk AFB and trust the 
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being 
prwided to Senator ~eWhe,  

sincerely, 
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53 
THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

April 3, 1995 AL COMMISSIONERS: CORNELIA 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of StafF 

for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Dear General Blume: 

Thank you for your April 3 letter to Mr. Henry, the BRAC economist, concerning the 
differences in "outs" for a number of Air Force installations. After reviewing your information, 
unexplained differences in direct "outs" between the Economic Impact Data (ED) and the Cost 
Data (COBRA) remain for two. We would appreciate any additional information to either 
reconcile these differences or, at least, explain them. The installations are: 

Kelly AFB where the EID shows 44 military disestablished while the COBRA shows 10, 
and EID shows 486 civilians disestablished while the COBRA shows 458; and 

Reese AFB where the EID shows 300 military relocated while the COBRA shows 5 19; 
EID shows 460 military disestablished and COBRA shows 217; E D  shows 234 civilians 
relocated and the COBRA shows 225; and EID shows 50 civilians disestablished and COBRA 
shows 0. 

Now that we have almost concluded our review of the differences between the EID and 
COBRA "outs", we are doing the same thing for the "ins." Attached is a spreadsheet with the 
Air Force installations for which we need to resolve the differences in "ins." Mr. Henry would 
appreciate a response to this request by no later than April 1 1. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

s i n p &  

Fr cis A. C~ril o Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure: EID-COBRA Comparison spreadsheet 



Installation 
Columbus AFB 
Dobbins AFB 
Edwards AFB 
Hanscom AFB 

~ i r t k n d  AFB 
Laughlin AFB 

I MacDill AFB 
[ ~ x e l l a n  AFB 
Mountain Home AFB - - 
Nellis AFB 

- 

Sheppard AFB -- 
Steward IAP AGS 
Tinker AFB 
Travis AFB 
Vance AFB 

Page 1 

EID - COBRA Comparison 

AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
AF 
. - - -.- .- 

AF 
- --- 

AF 
AF 

IAF -- 

AF 

EID Mi1 
In 

86 
0 
3 -- 
6 

542 

69 
687 
1 34 

- 
87 

60 -~ 

8 
146 
14 
86 

COBRA Mil 
Realigned In 

73 
87 
30 
53 

-- 

478 

-- 
78 

71 9 
82 - 

60 
52 
5 
0 
0 

73 

g COBRA Students 
Realigned In 

-- 

- -- - - 

- 
- 

0 
- 

12 

0 
506 

670 
137 
16 

244 
3 

75 
8 

36 
330 

- 
12 

Remarks 

-- 

-- -- 

45 - 

25 
504 

0 
168 
19- 

23 1 -- 
0 

50 

31 - 

33 
-- . 

0 

45 

-, 
4 

7 - 
-- - - 

- 
- - -- - 

- 
- 

60 - . - 
- 
- 

- - 
21 

- 
29 

0 

- 

0 

-- 

.- 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A I R  FORCE 

'I 3 RPR 7995' 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1 670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo 

This is in response to your letter of April 3, 1995, requesting information to resolve the 
differences for the "ins" between COBRA and the Economic Impact Data. 

We have revalidated the numbers for Kelly AFB and "outs" agree between the COBRA 
and the EID. A copy (Atch 1) of the Adder Economic Impact Report for Kelly AFB from out 
depot recommendation is attached. 

We have provided a revised COBRA run and EID Input sheets (Atch 2) for our Reese 
recommendation. Ln the COBRA. 24 enlisted and 20 civiiians remained at Reese after closure 
and 65 tenants were no: moved. The attached COBRA and E D  correctly moves the 44 
authorizations and 65 civiiian tenants. Because Reese does aircraft maintenance by contract. rhr 
piece of the mission that goes to Laughlin requires an additional 26 civilian authorizations than 
Reese has. This was captured in COBRA by buying back 26 civilian positions. This interim 
COBRA run will be revised after the site survey is completed and approved by the BCEG. Also 
note. that as these 26 civilian authorizations do not take place at Reese AFB, they are not 
included in either E D  manpower input or employment impact numbers in this base's economic 
area. Finally, while the mix of numbers between relocatees and disestablished for each military 
and civilian has changed on the attached E D  one-pager. none of the EID economic impact 
numbers change. 



Our remaining comments regarding the "ins" are located at attachment 3. Please don't 
hesitate to call on us if you have additional questions. 

Sincerely 

f8"/ 
D. BLUME, Jr. 

/ Major General, USAF 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Kelly COBRA 
2. Reese COBRA and EID 
3. Comments with EID's attached 



ADDEs ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER v5 .08)  . 
Report Created 09:39 03/01/1995 

I I n s t a l l a t i o n :  KELLY 

I State:  TX Service: A I R  FORCE Year: 1996 

I Current Base Pers- O f f :  801,  E n l :  3 ,419 ,  C iv :  

1 Action: REALIGNED 

M i  1 Re loc(0UT) 
M i t  Ois (OUT) 
C i v  Re loc(0UT) 
C i v  Ois (OUT) 
Stu  Reloc(0UT) 

M i l  Reloc ( I N )  
C i v  Reloc ( I N )  
Stu  Re loc ( IN)  

Page 2 

12.678. Stu: 0 













COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

S t a r t i n g  Year : 1996 
F i n a l y e a r  : I 9 9 7  
R O I  Year : 1999 (2  Years) 

NPV i n  2015($K): -285,671 
1-Time Cost($K): 39,356 

Net Costs ($K) Constant D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - - . - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

Mi lCon -1,200 0 0 0 0 0 
Person 0 484 -5,006 -5,006 -5,006 -5,006 
Overhd 1.787 5,247 -18,829 -18,829 -18,829 -18,829 
Mov i ng 0 8,304 0 0 0 0 
Miss io  0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other 7 .OOO 15.479 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL 7.587 29,514 -23.834 -23,834 -23.834 -23,834 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 30 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 187 0 0 0 0 
Civ  0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 21 7 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 31 9 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 - 224 0 0 0 0 
Stu 0 140 0 0 0 0 
Ci v 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 993 0 0 0 0 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

-1.200 
-19,540 
-68,280 

8,304 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-5,006 

-18,829 
0 

Summary : 
- - . - - - - - 
Close Reese 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 212 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

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

Mi lCon 0 0 
Person 0 5,931 
Overhd 1,787 8.525 
Mov i ng 0 9,157 
M i s s i o  0 0 
Other 7,000 15,479 

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

25,937 
29,250 
9,157 

0 
22.479 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
5,001 
4,734 

0 
0 
0 

TOTAL 

Savings ($K) Constant 
1996 - - - -  

1, zoo 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

D o l l a r s  
1997 
- - - -  

0 
5,447 
3.278 

852 
0 
0 

Tota 1 Beyond 

Mi [Con 
Person 
Overhd 
Mov i ng 
Mi s s i  o 
O t h e r  

TOTAL 1.200 9,578 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEHO\FINAL.SFF 

Year 
- - - -  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
201 0 
201 1 
201 2 
2013 
201 4 
201 5 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

7,484,883 
28,337,560 

-22,271,675 
-21,675,596 
-21,095,471 
-20,530,872 
-19,981,384 
-19;446,602 
-18,926,133 
-18.419.595 
-17,926,613 
-17,446,825 

.. - -16,979,878 
-16,525,429 
-16,083,143 
-15,652,694 
-15.233.765 
-14,826,049 
-14.429.245 
-14,043,060 



Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

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

Category 

Const ruc t ion  
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  
Family Housing Const ruc t ion  
In format ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion  

Ptrsonne 1 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Ret i rement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e s  

- . - - - - - 
E l im ina ted  Mi l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

T o t a l  - Personnel  

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 
F r e i g h t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

T o t a l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP 1 RSE 479,213 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 22,000,000 

T o t a l  - Other 22,479,213 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 39,356,179 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion  Cost Avoidances 1,200,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 852,510 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental  M i t i g a t i o n  Savings, 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

T o t a l  One-Time Savings 2,052,510 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
T o t a l  Net One-Time Costs 37,303,669 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995. Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHL I N 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Tota ls :  

Tota 1 
Mi lCon 
- - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 - - - - - - - - 
0 

I MA 
cost 
- - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0" 
0 

- - - - - - - - -  
0 

Land 
Purch 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

. - - - - - - - -  
0 

Cost 
Avoid 
- - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

-1,200 
0 
0 
0 

. - - - - * - -  

-1.200 

T o t a l  
Cost 

- - - - -  
0 
0 
0 

- 1  .200 
0 
0 
0 

- - - - - - 
-1.200 



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COMMAUDT\REE09O02.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: COLUMBUS. MS 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  t i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - * - - - - -  

378 535 152 221 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 -1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
E n l i s t e d  0 20 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0 3 7 
C i v i l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  COLUMBUS, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 20 0 
Students 0 37 0 
C i v i  l i e n s  0 12 0 
TOTAL 0 129 0 

US): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  

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

438 555 189 233 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LAUGHLIN, T X  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

350 519 162 745 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
E n l i s t e d  0 27 0 0 0 0 27 
Students 0 40 0 0 .  0 0 40 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  LAUGHLIN, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
E n l i s t e d  0 2 7 0 0 0 0 2 7 
Students 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 
C i v i l i a n s  0 137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act i o n )  : 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

41 4 546 202 882 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: RANOOLPH, T X  

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - *  

1.851 2,472 0 3,137 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: REESE, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

349 41 1 140 21 9 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  65 0 0 0 0 0 65 
TOTAL 65 0 0 0 0 0 65 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

349 41 1 140 284 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: COLUMBUS, MS 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
En li s ted  0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0 3 7 
C i v i l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 

To Base: LAUGHLIN, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - *  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 64 0 0 0 0 64 
E n l i s t e d  0 27 0 0 0 0 27 
Students 0 40 0 0 0 0 40 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 137 0 0 0 0 137 
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268 

To Base: VANCE, OK 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
En l i s t e d  0 2 0 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 3 7 0 0 0 0 37 
C i v i  l i e n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

To Base: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - * - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 93 0 0 0 0 93 
E n l i s t e d  0 143 0 0 0 0 143 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 141 0 0 0 0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0 0 377 

To Base: SHEPPARD, T X  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 4 2 0 0 0 0 4 2 
E n l i s t e d  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 2 6 
C i v i l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 - 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out 
1996 1997 
- - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 31 9 
E n l i s t e d  0 224 
Students 0 140 
C i v i l i a n s  0 310 
TOTAL 0 993 

o f  REESE, 
1998 
- - * - 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

TX): 
1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - * - -  - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 31 9 
0 0 0 224 
0 0 0 140 
0 0 0 31 0 
0 0 0 993 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 - 30 0 0 0 0 - 30 
E n l i s t e d  0 -187 0 0 0 0 -187 
C i v i l i a n s  0 2 6 0 0 0 0 26 
TOTAL 0 -191 0 0 0 0 -191 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: VANCE, OK 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i a n s  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 60 0 0 0 0 60 
E n l i s t e d  0 2 0 0 0 0 0 20 
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0 37 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 12 0 0 0 0 12 
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 129 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS 
1996 - - - - 

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

( I n t o  VANCE, OK): 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  



PERSONNEL SUWRY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

380 398 186 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

729 1, 1 1 1  0 

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

107 

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

1,166 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, TX 

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

O f f i c e r s  0 93 0 0 0 0 93 
E n l i s t e d  0 143 0 0 0 0 143 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 141 0 0 0 0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0 0 377 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X):  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 93 0 0 0 0 93 
E n l i s t e d  0 143 0 0 0 0 143 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Ci v i  li ans 0 141 0 0 0 0 141 
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0 0 377 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n l i s t e d  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  0 2 6 0 0 0 0 2 6 
TOTAL 0 26 0 0 0 0 26 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

822 1.254 0 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SHEPPARD, TX 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

684 2.827 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

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

1.333 

C i v i  l i a n s  -----.---- 
1,493 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  -.--- 

O f f i c e r s  0 6 0 0 0 0 6 
E n l i s t e d  0 2 2 0 0 0 0 22 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 -106 0 0 0 0 -106 
TOTAL 0 -78 0 0 0 0 -78 

BASE POPULATION ( P r i o r  t o  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  En L i s ted  Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

690 2,849 0 

C i v i  t i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  

1,387 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995. Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i i e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: REESE, T X  

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 TotaL 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 4 2 0 0 0 0 4 2 
E n l i s t e d  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 2 6 
C i v i l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  SHEPPARO, TX): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 4 2 0 0 0 0 42 
E n l i s t e d  0 l 4  - 0 0 0 0 14 
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 26 
C i v i l i a n s  0 8 0 0 0 0 8 
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90 

BASE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Ac t i on ) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i  l i e n s  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

732 2,863 26 1,395 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Retirement' 10.00% 
Regular Retirement' 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15 .Om 
C ivs  Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i  l i a n  P o s i t i o n s  A v a i l a b l e  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
E a r l y  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Ret i rement 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs  Not Moving (RIFs)'+ 
P r i o r i t y  P Lacement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai l a b l e  t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t he  remainder) 

2001 T o t a l  
- - - -  - - - - -  

0 310 
0 31 
0 16 
0 47 
0 31 
0 185 
0 125 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING I N  0 3 1 0  0 0 0 0 310 
C i v i  l i a n s  Moving 0 185 0 0 0 0 185 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i r e d  0 1 2 5  0 0 0 0 125 
Other C i v i l i a n  Add i t i ons  0 5 2 0 0 0 0 5 2  

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 3 1  0 0 0 0 3 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 3 1  0 0 0 0 3 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 1 7 7  0 0 0 0 177 

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Ret i rements,  C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i  1 l i n g  t o  Move a re  not  a p p l i c a b l e  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  t o  Move (Vo luntary  RIFs) va r i es  from 
base t o  base. 

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



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1 / 3  
Data As O f  07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
O p t ~ o n  Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUD7\REEO9002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\CO8RA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 
* - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 

Civ RIF 
Civ R e t i r e  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV M i  l e s  
Home Purch 
HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
F re igh t  
Vehic les 
D r i v i n g  

Unemployment 
OTHER 

Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i r e  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 

Per Diem 
POV Mi l es  
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
ELim PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 213 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
o m  

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
C iv  Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En 1 Sa lary  
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 

TOTAL COST 8,787 39,092 9,736 9,736 9,736 9,736 86.823 

T o t a l  ----. ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
I -T ime Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental  
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

FAM HOUSE OPS 
OW 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Sa lary  
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
En1 Salary  
House A 1 low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T o t a l  
- - - - -  
6,934 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
1,541 

TOTAL SAVINGS 1,200 9,578 33,570 33,570 33,570 33,570 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 313 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REEO9002.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET 
- - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
CONSTRUCTION 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 

o m  
Civ R e t i r I R I F  
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi L Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 
- - - - -  

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

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Sa la ry  

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Mi L Salary, 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
M iss ion  
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 
- - - - - 

-6,934 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
- 1 ,541 

TOTAL NET COST 7,587 29,514 -23,834 -23,834 -23,834 -23,834 



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Depar tment : A i r  Force 
Opt ion Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base 
- - - -  
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHL IN 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Base 
- - - -  
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHL IN  
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Base - - - -  
COLUMBUS 
LAUGHLIN 
RANDOLPH 
REESE 
VANCE 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD 

Per sonne 1 
Change %Change 
- - - - * -  - - - - - - -  

129 10% 
268 15% 

0 0% 
-1,184 -100% 

129 14% 
403 13% 

90 2% 

SF 
Change %Change ChglPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - a -  

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

-1,960,000 -100% 1,655 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 
0 0% 0 

RPMA($) BOS($) 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per 

RPMABOS ($) 
Change XChange ChgIPer 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

1,030,219 5% 7,986 
1,360,926 7% 5.078 

0 0% 0 
-20,522,191 -100% 17,333 

1,338,168 5% 10,373 
756,402 5% 1,877 
248,864 1% 2,765 



RPMAiBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995,  Report  Created  10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenario F i \ e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change 0 -800  -1,684 -1 ,684  -1,684 -1,684 -7,536 -1,684 
BOS Change 0 3,027 -14,104 -14,104 -14,104 -14,104 -53,387 -14,104 
Housing Change 0 -770  -1,541 -1,541 -1,541 -1,541 -6,934 -1,541 
-------------_*-___---------------------------.--------------------------.---- 
TOTAL CHANGES 0 1,457 -17,329 -17,329 -17,329 -17,329 -67.858 -17,329 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995. Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - -  
COLUMBUS, MS 
LAUGHLIN, TX 
RANDOLPH, TX 
REESE. TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD. TX 

St ra tegy:  
- - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Realignment - 
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1997 
Rea 1 i gnmen t 
Realignment 
Realignment 

Summary: 
- - - - - - - -  
Close Reese 

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ----.----- 
COLUMBUS, US 
LAUGHLIN, TX 
REESE. TX 
REESE. TX 
REESE. TX 

To Base: .------- 
REESE. TX 
REESE. TX 
VANCE, OK 
BASE X 
SHEPPARD, TX 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers  from REESE. TX t o  COLUMBUS, MS 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  i i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( t ons ) :  
M i l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
Heavy/Special Veh ic les :  

Transfers  from REESE, TX t o  LAUGHLIN 

O f f i c e r  Pos i t i ons :  
E n l i s t e d  Pos i t i ons :  
C i v i  l i a n  Pos i t i ons :  
Student Pos i t i ons :  
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i  l i t a r y  L i g h t  Veh ic les :  
Heavy/Specia 1 Veh ic les :  

Distance: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from REESE, T X  t o  VANCE. OK 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from REESE, TX t o  BASE X 

O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons):  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 

Transfers from REESE, TX t o  SHEPPARD, TX 

O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt ( tons) :  
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: COLUMBUS, MS 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1  Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  1  l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci \ i t ies(KSF):  
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: , 

M i l  Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
T o t a l  Base F a c i l i t i e s ( K S F ) :  
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e )  : 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
Tota 1 Base Fac i  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

Name: REESE, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 349 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 41 1 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 140 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 21 9 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 52.0% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF):  1,960 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 73 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 47 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 86 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/TonlMi l e )  : 0.10 

Name: VANCE, OK 

Tota 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 320 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 378 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 149 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 95 
Mi 1 Fami L ies  L i v i n g  On Base: ' 34.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF) : 1,473 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 0 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 0 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($ ITon lMi le ) :  0.10 

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($)(/Year): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  (SKIYear): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ I V i s i  t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

Yes 
NO 

Yes 
N 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.C8R 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 729 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 1,111 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 0 
T o t a l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 1,166 
M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  53.0% 
C i v i  Lians Not W i  [ l i n g  To Move: 10.0% 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Ava i l :  0 
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  0 
T o t a l  Base Fac i l i t i es (KSF) :  5,683 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 36 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 2 5 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 7 6 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi l e ) :  0.10 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

T o t a l  O f f i c e r  Employees: 
T o t a l  E n l i s t e d  Employees: 
T o t a l  Student Employees: 
T o t a l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Fami l i e s  L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i  l i a n s  Not W i  [ l i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  A v a i l :  
E n l i s t e d  Housing U n i t s  Avai 1: 
T o t a l  Base Fac i  li ties(KSF) : 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
E n l i s t e d  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
F r e i g h t  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le) :  

RPMA Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area' Cost Factor:  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  In format ion :  

RPMA Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Communications (EKIYear): 
BOS Non-Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
BOS P a y r o l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami ly  Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor :  
CHAMPUS In -Pa t  ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: COLUMBUS, US 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique A c t i v i t y  I n fo rma t i on :  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
A c t i v  M iss ion  Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  M iss ion  Save ($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Cost($K): 
Misc Recur r ing  Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): ' 

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

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

90% 0% OX 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: LAUGHLIN. T X  
1996 
- - - - 

I -Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
I-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
I-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sates) ($K): 0 

C o n s t r u c t i o n  Schedule(%): 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fsm Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: RANDOLPH, TX 
1996 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
I-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):  
Construct ion Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 

Name: REESE, TX 
1996 
- - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 7,000 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Act iv  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring'Cost($K): 0 
Mi sc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construct ion Schedule(%): 100% 
Shutdown Schedule (X): OX 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 1,200 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In -Pa t ien ts lY r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 1,960 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 ,' 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX - OX 0% 
0% 0% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% 0% 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

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

15,000 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1.500 1,500 1.500 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX OX 0% 

100% OX 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: VANCE, OK 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-mi LCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi icon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s l Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

Name: BASE X 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
I -T ime Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 0 
A c t i v  Miss ion Save ($K):  0 
Misc Recurr ing Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 10% 
Shutdown Schedu l e  (X) : 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  0 
CHAMPUS Out -Pat ien ts IYr :  0 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 0 

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
I -T ime Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 
A c t i v  Miss ion Cost ($K): 
A c t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc 'Recurr ing Cost($K): 
Misc Recurr ing Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Const ruc t ion  Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 
CHAMPUS I n - P a t i e n t s I Y r :  
CHAMPUS Ou t -Pa t i en t s IY r :  
Fac i  1 ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 - 0  0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX OX 0% 
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 ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

9 OX 0% OX 0% 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX OX OX 
0% OX OX 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing Shutoown: 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7 
Data AS Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: REESE, T X  

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 
C iv  Force St ruc  Change: 
Stu Force St ruc  Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenar io Change: 
C iv  Scenar io Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sa l  Save): 
En1 Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Civ Change(No Sa l  Save): 
Caretakers - M i  l i  t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: BASE X 

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

Name: SHEPPARD, TX 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

O f f  Force St ruc  Change: 0 6 0 0 0 
En1 Force St ruc  Change: 0 2 2 0 0 0 
Civ Force St ruc  Change: 0 -106 0 0 0 
Stu  Force St ruc  Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Scenar io Change: 0 0 0 e 0 0 
C iv  Scenario Change: 0 0 0 0 0 
O f f  Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
En1 Change(N0 Sat Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv  Change(No Sat Save): 0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  0 0 0 0 0 
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  0 0 0 0 0 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8 
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Opt ion  Package : Reese 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COMMAUDT\REE09O02.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

I STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Marr ied :  76.80% 
Percent E n l i s t e d  Marr ied:  66.90% 
En l i s t e d  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary($lYear) :  78,668.00 
Off BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
E n l i s t e d  Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 
E n l  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment E l i g i b i  li ty(Weeks): 18 
C i v i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  R e t i r e  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Regular R e t i r e  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor:  39.00% 
SF F i  l e  Desc: F i n a l  Fac to rs  

I STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs popu la t i on ) :  0.54 

( I n d i c e s  a re  used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor:  10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF):  256.00 
Avg Fami ly  Quarters(SF):  1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ E a r l y  R e t i r e  Pay Factor :  9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service:  60.00% 
PPS Act ions  I n v o l v i n g  PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i r e  Cost($):  0.00 
Nat Median Home Pr ice($) :  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C i v i l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiv ing Rate: 0.00% 

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

I STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Mater ia l /Ass igned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Fami l y  (Lb):  14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb):  9,000.00 
HHG Per Mi 1 S ing le  (Lb) :  6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i  l i a n  (Lb):  18,000.00 
T o t a l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport  ($/Pass M i l e ) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct  EmpLoy): 700.00 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mi 1 L i g h t  Vehicle($/Mi l e ) :  0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mi l e )  : 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg Mi 1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Rout ine  PCS($lPers/Tour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

I STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category - - - - - - - -  
H o r i z o n t a l  
Water f ront  
A i r  Operat ions 
Operat iona l  
Admin i s t ra t i ve  
Schoo 1 Bu i  l d i  ngs 
Maintenance Shops 
Bache Lor Quar te rs  
Fami l y  Quar te rs  
Covered Storage 
D in ing  F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreat ion  F a c i l i t i e s  
Communications F a c i l  
Shipyard Maintenance 
ROT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Ammunition Storage 
Medical  Fac i  li t i e s  
Environmental  

Category UM $/UM 
- - - - - - - -  - - - - - - 
o ther  (SF) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category B ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category C ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category D ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category E ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category F ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y G  ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category H ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y I  ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category J ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category K ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category L ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category M ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y N  ( ) 0 
O p t i o n a l C a t e g o r y O  ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category P ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category Q ( ) 0 
Op t i ona l  Category R ( ) 0 



ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - 
Report  Created 09:39 03/01/1995 

I n s t a l l a t i o n :  KELLY 

Sta te :  T X  Service:  AIR FORCE Year: 1996 

Current Base Pers- O f f :  801, En l :  3,419, C iv :  

Ac t ion :  REALIGNED 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
Mi l Re loc(0UT ) 0 0 0 0 0 
Mi 1 O is  (OUT) 0 0 0 0 4 4 
C i v  Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  Ois (OUT) 0 0 0 0 486 
S t u  Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 

M i l  ReLoc ( I N )  0 0 0 0 0 
C l v  Reloc ( IN) 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Reloc ( IN)  0 0 0 0 0 

Page 2 

12,678. Stu:  0 



COMMENTS ON EIDS 

Columbus AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect 
very slightly changed military manpower increases, and a somewhat different mix of 
trainees. Economic area employment impact percentages remain the same and there is a 
very slight increase in economic area employment. 

Dobbins AFB- The COBRA and the E D  agree. COBRA does not realign any military 
into Dobbins. 

Edwards AFB- The COBRA and the EID agree. COBRA realigns 3 military into 
Edwards (2 from AFEWS and 1 from Redcap). 

Hanscom AFB- A revised E D  for Hanscom is attached. Economic area employment 
impact percentages remain the same and there is a very slight decrease in economic area 
employment. 

Kelly AFB- The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from Griffiss 
AFB to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, the money is still available to move the 485 EIG 
into Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG 
personnel. The E D  reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The 
COBRA numbers and E D  numbers should not match. Finally, if your military EID "in" 
numbers reflect improvements in from Kirtland and Brooks as well as the Griffiss EIG 
redirect, then we believe your number should be 540 instead of 542. 

Kirtland AFB- The realignment proposal for Kirtland AFB assumed a civilianization of 670 
military positions. The Economic Impact model accurately reflects the net impact of these 
actions. The COBRA model treats the civilianization of Kirtland AFB as a force structure 
change to be completed only if the W a n d  realignment proposal is approved. 

Laughlin AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and with somewhat different mix of 
trainees. Economic area employment impact percentages remain the same and there is a 
very slight increase in economic area employment. 

MacDill AFB- The COBRA numbers more accurately portray what is going to occur at 
MacDill AFB. There are no disestablished military or civilians at Malmstrom AFB. 

McClellan AFB- The COBRA model reflects the correct number for civilians into 
McClellan AFB. The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from 
Griffiss AFB to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, money is still available to move the 485 
EIG into Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG 
personnel. The E D  reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The 
COBRA numbers and EID numbers should not match. 



Mountain Home AFB- It appears you counted the contractor line for the EID instead of the 
civilian line which is zero. 

Nellis AFB- There are two BRAC actions that make up the "ins" at Nellis AFB, the Eglin 
move of EMlE  and the DNA move from Kirtland. It appears you only counted the COBRA 
numbers from the DNA move. 

S heppard AFB- Revised COBRA and EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and somewhat different mix of trainees. 
Economic area employment impact percentages and employment growth both remain the 
same. 

Stewart IAP AGS- Numbers have been reduced very slightly in the E D  one-page sheet 
because of savings. EID and COBRA should match. 

Tinker- The difference occurs because the 485 EIG was funded to move from Griffiss AFB 
to Hill AFB in BRAC 93. Therefore, the money is still available to move the 485 EIG into 
Kelly AFB, McClellan AFB and Tinker AFB. COBRA did not move the EIG personnel. 
The EID reflects the actual employment impact "ins" of the 485th redirect. The COBRA 
numbers and E D  numbers should not match. Finally, the military E D  "personnel ins" 
should be 69 instead of 146 as 77 military positions will be disestablished. 

Travis AFB- The 14 military and 1 contractor for EID should be removed. 

Vance AFB- Revised COBRA and E D  are located at attachment 2. They reflect very 
slightly changed military manpower increases, and somewhat Merent mix of trainees. 
Economic area employment impact percentage remain the same and there is a very slight 
increase in economic area employment. 
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R A D M  BENJAMIN r. MONTOYA. UCJN (RETI  

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mniy Tripp) MG JOSUE ROOLLS, JR., USA (RET) 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staf f  WEND1 LOUISE STEELC 

for Base Realignment aud Transition 
Headquarten USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon - 

Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear Genwal Blume: 

I am fomarding a letter regarding the proposed closurc of Springfield-Bccklcy Air Guerd 
Station, Ohio for your comment. The letter, submitted by ~ovemor George Voinosich of Ohio, 
rais& ,+era1 concerns regarding the proposed closure. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on this letter no later than April 24, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

~rz?'cis A. Ciiillc JS-, ?E 
Air Force Team Lwaer 

, :':?7 --.- , I-,:, -yg, C575 
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GEORGE V. VOlNOVlCU 
GOVERNOR 

STATE OF OHIO 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 

COLUM~US 432660601 

March 31, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
chairman -. 
1995 B a s e  Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 It.  Moor Street, Suite 125 
Arlington, Virginia 20009 

Dear Senator Dixon: 

I was disturbed to learn of the Air Force's 
recommendation to r e a l i g n  Ohio A i r  National Guard units 
from Springfield to Wright Patterson AFB as part of the 
1995 base closure and realignment actions. This sane 
proposal  was proffered i n  1993, only t o  be over turned 
because it was not cost effective. 

9y  the Air Force's ow, a b i s s i o n ,  the cost savinss  in Lye 
1993 recoriiendezion were cp-ossly inaccure=e. In L l e  
i n i t i a l  amouncement, the cost of moving Lke s - - : - - ~ '  r- -LIIYLle16. 
wits %-as est la t ted  a= $ 3  ~iilicn. ?~cr ther  a n s l y s i s  cf 
'he propossl arojecte;, zovir.; ccs=s in excess of SC2 
million. The A i r  Force =hen bzcked zwzy from :be 
proposal and recomeniiee t h z t  =he units stay iz 2 l z c ~ .  
This course of action was upheld 5y ZRAC Comissicn. 

Little has changed over the past two years to WL-rtnt 
*is reconmendation. I n  fact, the A i r  Farce Reserve unit  
currently stationed at Wright Patterson Air Force Base 
nas been upgraded From a group to a wing and has expanded 
i n t o  many of t h e  facilities targeted for use by +he Air 
National  Guard i n  t h e  last proposal. 

As I understanc! it, t h e  next step in this process will be 
a site analysis of the proposal to validate its cost 
effectiveness. I urge your support  i n  ensuring full 
disclosure by the A i r  Force of i ts methods for 
determining cost effectiveness and a free and open 
exchange of inFonnztion at all levels of the A i r  Force as 
we move forward on this issue. 



with regard to the military value of the proposal, I feel 
both readiness and .  z e c r u i t i n g  will suffer  i f  the Air 
National Guard i s  relocated to  an  active instal lat ion.  The 
Air Guard enjoys superior facilities and a strong community 
recruiting base i n  Springfield. Movement to  FTPAFB w i l l  
i s o la t e  the u n i t s  -. from e community and result - in 
expensive, unnecessary military construct ion to adequately 
house the  Guard. 

The strength of the N a t i o n a l  Guard lies i n  i ts  direct ties 
to the community. T h i s  m e t h o d  of s t a t i o n i n g  America's 
community-based dnfense force has not o n l y  served us well, 
i t  has proven to be t h e  most economical w a y  to recruit, 
retain, and maintain National Guard operations. Upon d o s e  
scrutiny of this proposal, I know you 2nd members of the 
Corrnnission w i l l  feel the same w a y .  



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES A IR  F O R C E  

... 1%. ...., 

iJ:3 !:,"a 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (h4r Frank Cirillo, Ir) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAT '95 ANG i n f o n n a t i ~ ~ ~ a )  
L / 

This letter responds to the letter from George V. Voinovich, Govenlor of Ohio as 
requested. The site survey to which he refers is going through the process of validation, and will 
be available once approved by the Base Closure Executive Group. 

In paragraph three, the governor states little has changed in the past two years. He is 
correct in the statement about the AF Resenre (AFRES) unit becoming a wing. However. the AF 
Reserves have not moved into facilities targeted in BRAC '95 for use by the Air National Guard 
(ANG). The AFRES wing moved to the other side of the base and occupies different facilities, 
whereas, the ANG will occupy F-16 facilities vacated by AFRES during its conversion to C- 
141s. BR4C '93 and BK4C '95 have no correlation to each other in comnarisons. 

Govenlor \;oino\,ich voices a continuing concern of the AKG In his last t u o  paragrapls. 
Strong c o m ~ ~ i ~  suppo;?. \risibi!iq.. and a good recruiting base are some of the as?ec:s of r. 
strong -4NG unit. However. whiie the .AKG feeis remaining in civiiizn conlnlunltles is tile idzr;. 
situzrion. there are only SL? man!. defense doliars for maintenance of infrastructure. Our anai\.s!b 
shou~ed it was more cost effective ro reiocate the AKG unirs  fro^:; Springfieid-Beckiq h'lunicip~ 
Airport to Wrigh: Fanerson -4FB. We reviewed all our air resente component actions \~I:!I 

reference to tnese issues. and are confident the!. are accounted for. 

I trust this information will adequatei!. cover the governor's concerns when compzring 
BR4C.93 to BRAC '95 and will help the Base Closure Cornmission in their deliberations. 

JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
pecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425  

ARLINGTON. VA 2 2 2 0 9  
703-696-0504  

March 2 1, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

I am forwarding a letter and attached White Paper entitled, "Preliminary Review of Air 
Force and Joint Cross-Service Group Analysis, Reese Air Force Base, provided by Congressman 
Lany Combest of Texas. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written comments on this analysis no later than April 10, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in 
this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Francis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



1 -- - R o o u  611 

.+-' G l o - ~ t  H M a r o h  

J 
Ftmwrl BU~LU~NG 

L u s e o c ~ .  TX 7 9 r o i - 4 0 s  
18066 163-161 1 

SulTc 705 
3800 E t 2 ~ o  STnccr 

ODCSSI T X  7976:-54<1 
I9151 550-0743 

March 15, 1995 

'Zle 3c:orlble Alan Dixon ; 
Z:zZ7zn - - -.ez=s~ Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
- - - 3C Xzrth Moore Street, Suite 1425 r'.;':~;: : .>!r ,r?f ,  f.'.?? 7 ~ 2 x 5 3 ~  
- -.-cc-i y- .., Virginia 22209 - ... . . .....- -....+.. ----- - .... . . ,: ,.,-.. L ..;, ... - -- -EsxG\5 -; 
- --- - - -.--- ?!!. Chairman: 

- - z= kriting to request that the Base Closure a:: .=~lignment 
.-- 7 I-.-ssion (BRAC) undertake a special reviev of IxSrrc7.aduate - - 

=-CT Fzaining (UPT) as a part of the Commissior. 3 eeliberations. -- . . - 
m ~ l s  %?is functional area represents only a smz- 2ar-ion of the - - 
- Z;c-r=snt of Defense (DoD) -wide base closure rer~-?c_~5ations, 
;-=r -:aining is a vital component of our milic.--- srrength and 
- =: k2tztant faccor in naintaining military reac-lrss. 

----- --- - .=- ,1-= sast two weeks, I have completed a prellliz2r- znalysis 
-- - - G  -: L- 92ca used 5 y  the Joint Cross service C-rou; zr Z T  end the - - n--D ;--- - ,-,- data and. analysis. I have had the sup;:== cf experts 
- -  --- -- L= field of pilot training in this endeavor, 5x5 I: is clear --- - I--- 3 . ~ -  znzlysis that there are major errors ir. I--= 3 . ~ 3  
- -- -.;l.--si. - There are substantial factual errors i: i-zrrzr,t data 
-----  ;=== s-ich as airspace availability for traininc - - - ~ z r l s r  and 
z x r r  zszsures of merit. There are also flaws i: zte 5:zlysis 
- - -  -- ---dl ~ 2 n d  to distort the outcome. 

--- - - 
---.--=cne= you will find a brief White Paper whic?. ssf_l.rs zo 
- z --L 2 =.- l-=-.--L_. the numerous errors of fact and flaws ir 2 2  znalycical - ,..-.- -- 1-1. This analysis is preliminary and, as furzrsr ~ ~ = l y s i s  is 
Z Z ~ ~ S ~ E ,  I will share it with the BRAC commissicrzrs 2nd staff. -- ~ r , ; z v = r .  I do believe the enclosed paper documen=: c--rzrs in the 
2 - 3  =zlysis which represent a substantial devizz-=r_ fr3rL the 

- 7 .  
~,IEL~ZP,S for base closure analysis. 

I?- ---= is a matter of great concern to me. I belif-z_ rhrz the DoD 
=-::kxical model has generated an outcome which 15 illc-jical and 
irzs~ro_3riate. Numerous senior Air Force off icerz. 3orh active 
d.::~ zn2 retired, have contacted me to let me kno; -,;la= in their 
j--rr-snr, Reose Air Force Base is the premier pi:= rr~ining base -----, w - - - ~  =he Air Education and Training Command. T ~ o y  h ~ v e  
- .  
:x=:czt~d that the znalysis used to select Reese zr zhc- U?T base - -  - -  -- -= closed is flawed. 



The Honorable Alan Dixon 
March 15, 1995 
Page 2 

I would appreciate an opportunity to discuss t t s  - ~ z z t e r  at your 
earliest convenience. Also, I would be pleasei zc  m e t  with 
appropriate staff members of the Commission to :?I-ie--- our 
analysis. 

LC/lec 
Enclosure 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to "Preliminary Review of Air Force and JCSG Analysis, Reese AFB" 

Attached is the Air Force response to the "Preliminary Review of Air Force and Joint 
Cross Service Group Analysis, Reese Air Force Base" per your 22 March request. 

D. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Air Force Point Paper 



RESPONSE TO 
"PRELIMINARY REVlEW OF AIR FORCE AND JOINT CROSS 

SERVICE GROUP ANALYSES, REESE AIR FORCE BASE" 
MARCH 15,1995 

INTRODUCTION 

The Secretary of Defense has made recommendations to the Defense 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission as part of the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment (BRAC) 95 process. Both the Commission and the 
affected communities are reviewing the recommendations. 

This report addresses the concerns of the Lubbock Community 
Consultants (LCC) as expressed in their "Preliminary Review of Air Force 
and Joint Cross Service Group Analyses." The LCC's bottom-line contention 
is that the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Reese AFB, Texas, 
is based on an analysis which is flawed and inaccurate. As discussed more 
filly below, the Air Force does not believe there is any merit to this 
contention. Reese was considered in the Undergraduate Flying Training 
(UFT) subcategory. I t  was recommended for closure on the basis of certified 
data, analyzed accurately and fully consistent with base closure law. 

Foreword 

To support their contention, the LCC took several approaches. One 
was to scrutinize the data in the Air Force and Joint Cross-Service Group 
(JCSG-UPT) processes. They did find some inconsistencies between the two 
data sets and some errors which this report will ~ n a y z e .  None was 
substantial enough to affect the outcome. 

Another approach was to consider data sources outside the BRAC 
process. These uncertified sources were not available for every base. In some 
cases, data was from sources published after the appropriate BRAC time 
frame. Notably, some of this other data would have lowered Reese's ratings. 

In many cases the LCC compared Reese's ratings to Vance's ratings. 
The implication was that either Reese should have been rated higher or 
Vance should have been rated lower. However, the bases were not rated in 
pairs. Instead, the bases were compared against the bases within the UFT 
subcategory. In several cases the LCC charged the dividing lines were 
arbitrary. They were not. This report will explain scoring on these items. 



The LCC questioned why Reese fell from being the Air Force's "second- 
highest ranked UPT base" in BRAC 91 to last place in BRAC 95. This is an 
incorrect statement. The Air Force did not "rank" UPT bases in BRAC 91, 
just as they did not "rank" UPT bases in BRAC 95. The point paper the LCC 
used as a reference reflected an attempt by a BRAC 91 commission staffer to 
place numerical values against Air Force Base Closure Executive Group 
(BCEG) color coding. The numbers reflected the staffer's judgment, and 
showed no great differentiation except for Williams AFB. The only UPT 
recommendation the Air Force or the BRAC Commission made in BRAC 91 
was to close Williams AFB. 

This report will first provide background on the BRAC 95 process. For 
the first time, BRAC included six Joint Cross Service Groups (JCSGs) that 
were tasked to look a t  specific functions across military department lines. 
One was for UPT. 

Second, the report will analyze LCC concerns individually. The 
concerns are divided into four sections. Each section will cover one of the 
eight BRAC criteria. 

Finally, the report will summarize its conclusions. After analyzing the 
LCC allegations, the Air Force retains a high degree of confidence in the 
BRAC process and the BRAC recommendations. 



The Secretary of Defense established eight BRAC criteria that the 
Sewices must use when considering bases for closure. The figure below 
shows these criteria and the Air Force BCEG ratings (stoplight chart) for 
each of the UFT bases. 
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The first four criteria represent the military value of installations. 
These criteria have priority. Criterion V is the return on investment. 
Criteria VI-VIII can affect decisions based on the overall impact in each area. 

The LCC particularly emphasized "quality of life." There is no BRAC 
criterion for quality of life, per se. For example, quality of life concerns are 
different for a married colonel living off-base than for a single airman living 
in the dormitories. While no one can score quality of life, the process captures 
many elements which contribute to  quality of life, both on an off duty. The 
LCC addressed several of these which fell under Criterion VII. 

The BRAC process included only certified data. This analysis will also 
base conclusions only on certified data that was available during the process. 

The Secretary of Defense also established the JCSGs. He directed the 
Services to share analysis and, where possible, to consider the 
recommendations of the JCSGs. The JCSGs did not recommend base 



closures. They offered several alternatives for military department 
consideration. 

Two Interactive P r o c e w  

During BRAC 95, the JCSG and BCEG each analyzed UPT bases. 
Each group had its own focus. The JCSG considered Army, Navy, and Air 
Force bases, but only the UPT mission. The BCEG considered only Air Force 
bases, but all missions. 

The JCSG and the BCEG each issued a tailored data call and 
maintained a separate data base. The LCC noted the JCSG data base 
sometimes reflected different answers to similar questions in the Air Force 
data. They mistakenly assert this indicates a flaw in the process. This is not 
the case. 

Quality control was very important. Data was certified at  the wing, 
MAJCOM, and Headquarters Air Force levels. The Air Force Audit Agency 
audited data collection a t  each level. The DoD IG provided a representative 
who sat on the JCSG and audited data transfer and use. Despite the 
oversight and assistance, the sheer volume of data did leave an opportunity 
for errors. This report found no basis to conclude the data bases contained 
errors that would or should have changed the Air  Force BRAC 
recommendations. 

The figure above illustrates the JCSG process. It consisted of three 
inputs: 



a. CAPACITY ANALYSIS. This was a measure of how much 
training each base can do. In nearly every case, airfield 
operations became the limiter. Airfield operations is "access to 
the runway" for takeoffs, landings, approaches, etc. Force 
structure projections established how many students the 
services must train. Balancing capacity and requirements 
helped identify how many bases would be needed. 

b. FUNCTIONAL VALUE. This was a measure of how well 
each base can perform a function, and represents the 
accumulated analyses of numerous factors. Functions are 
primary pilot training, rotary-wing pilot training, primary -- 

navigator/Naval flight oficer training, etc. With some 
exceptions, the JCSG computed a functional value for each base 
for each function. Functional value is a number between zero 
and ten. 

c. MILITARY DEPARTMENT RATING. The JCSG felt it was 
important to have an evaluation from each military department. 
This ensured a professional judgment from the services about 
their bases. 



The depiction below shows how airspace was scored for primary UPT, 
using Reese's values to illustrate. It shows graphically that individual 
subelements did not greatly impact final results. 

Amount of airspace is one of six subelements that make up the overall 
airspace score. Reese scored 4.8 on a scale of 10. Airspace became one of ten 
inputs to the overall functional value score. Reese scored 6.0 on a scale of 10. 
The JCSG supplied values for each function to the military departments. 
The JCSG did not agEegate scores. 



Since the JCSG had done a focused UPT analysis, the BCEG used 
JCSG input to derive an average functional value for selected functions. The 
graph below shows the average functional values for the UPT locations. 

- - -  
COLUMBUS. LAUGHUN ' RANDOLPH ' VANCE ' REESE ' 

The average functional value became the basis for BCEG grading of 
Criterion I, Mission Requirements, in the previously-illustrated BCEG 
stoplight chart. The BCEG used the stoplight chart and the eight BRAC 
criteria to provide the JCSG with a rating for the UPT bases. 

The JCSG formulated alternatives for military department 
consideration. The BCEG provided these alternatives as well as its own 
analysis to the Secretary of the Air Force who made the Air Force 
recommendation. 

Reese was color-coded Red in this criterion. Laughlin was Yellow. The 
other bases were either Green Minus or Green. This became an important 
criterion since it showed the most differentiation. The LCC expressed several 
concerns regarding the JCSG process. Of primary importance were airspace 
and weather. An additional issue involved condition of airfield pavements. 



Airspace measurement was an instance where the LCC noted 
differences between Air Force data and JCSG data. Some airspace was 
measured differently between the data calls. The areas are irregular in 
shape and difficult to measure precisely. The data calls occurred at different 
times, and in some cases different people prepared the responses. The 
potential for different answers exists. However, the JCSG used its own data 
base throughout the process. The Air Force data base was never used since 
the BCEG determined it would use the JCSG functional value as the basis for 
the Criterion I grade. This was to  Reese's advantage, as Reese was credited 
with a higher airspace volume than if the Air Force data base had been used. 

Some of Reese's areas with 11,000 feet of altitude were only credited 
with 9,000 feet of altitude. The base's data response included the right 
number, but it was transcribed incorrectly during subsequent analysis. The 
LCC also correctly pointed out two reporting errors. The data base should 
have included two additional areas, and Reese should have received credit for 
having an alert area. The net total effect would increase Reese's average 
functional value under the JSCG analysis by an estimated 0.08 point. This 
would not change the relative standings. The correction is depicted below. 

AVERAGE 
FUNCTIONA 

VALUE 

--- 
COLUMBUS LAUGHLlN RANDOLPH VANCE REESE 

Weather 

Weather included weather attrition, a weather planning factor, ceiling 
and visibility considerations, and crosswinds. 

The JCSG elected to use two measures of weather attrition. The first 
was historical attrition, which is a look at attrition over a year. This was a 
composite number which reflected all aircraft. The other factor was a 



planning factor, or expected weather attrition. It was based on ten-year 
historical attrition, and was aircraft-specific. 

The LCC implied the JCSG did not use historical attrition and instead 
used the planning factor. In fact, the JCSG used both. In this respect, Reese 
gained an advantage because they were the only base equipped with the T-1. 
One factor is weather attrition or "% sorties canceledlrescheduled." The 
number put into the model was the monthly average of the total attrition for 
the aircraft stationed a t  each base. It was based on a one-year look-back a t  
actual attrition data. Reese benefited from its short experience with the T- 
1's. The attrition numbers for the T-1 brought Reese's average down to 
19.8%. This number was used in all functional models in which Reese was 
rated. Reese's 19.8% ranked it third among USAF UFT bases behind 
Randolph (15.0%) and Laughlin (18.0%). 

The second data point was "sortie planning factor." During data 
submission, limited historical data precluded computing a meaningful, long 
range T-1 planning factor. The decision was to report known T-38 data (28%) 
so as to base comparative factors on experience over a period of ten years a t  
each of the bases. The assumption in the absence of solid T-1 attrition data, 
was not that T-1 attrition in the future would equal T-38 attrition, but that 
since all bases are planned to operate T-ls, comparative weather factors 
based on similar experience would be of most value. The total weight for 
weather attrition of a single aircraft was less than three-tenths of a percent 
of the points available in the seven fbnctions the BCEG averaged. Assuming 
we had indeed gained enough experience with the T-1 to certify that T-1 
attrition varied significantly from other aircraft, that in turn would have 
required estimating a T-1 factor for all bases, which would have eliminated 
any advantage Reese might have otherwise accrued. 

The LCC also noted differences in crosswind data between the Air 
Force and JCSG data calls for Vance AFB. They used Air Force data to 
conclude the JCSG model had given Vance too much credit for both the 
amount of time crosswinds were less than 15 knots and also for the time 
crosswinds exceeded 25 knots. In fact, the JCSG data base was correct. Air 
Force data reflected information for the alternate runway which is not used 
during normal training operations. JCSG data--which was correct--was used 
in all cases. 

The JCSG included airfield pavement data in its model. I t  used the 
percent of pavement categorized as "adequate" for two categories. One was 
taxiways and aprons. The other was runways. The JCSG credited Reese with 



29% adequate taxiways and aprons. The LCC said the figure should have 
been 32%. This is correct. The 29% figure was for the main field and the 
auxiliary field. It should have been for the main field only. However, 
deleting auxiliary field data also lowers the runway condition rating, which 
more than offsets the effects of including the auxiliary field. The net effect 
would be to lower Reese's functional value slightly. 

The LCC implies BRAC data is flawed since it does not match a 1993 
Airfield Pavements Evaluation Report published by the Air Force Civil 
Engineer Support Agency (AFCESA). The LCC incorrectly implied an 
AFCESA rating of Good was the equivalent of a BRAC rating of Adequate. 
However, an AFCESA rating of Good can mean major repairs are needed. 
The B M C  Adequate rating can haveko major repairs required. In the 
AFCESA report, the aprons were all rated Good and some taxiways are rated 
Very Poor and Fair. Since repairs totaling about $12M are planned for the 
aprons, the BRAC assessment was appropriate. The AFCESA report was not 
available for all bases and did not capture the attributes desired for this 
portion of the BRAC analysis. 

C- AND W T R U C l ' r m  

The focus in Criteria 11-VIII shifted t o  the BCEG analysis rather than 
the JCSG. Criterion I1 has 4 elements and 32 subelements. All of the Air 
Force's UFT bases have good facilities. This is reflected in the ratings, with 
no base rated lower than green minus in Criterion 11. The LCC focused on 
base housing and infrastructure. They also identified age of facilities as a 
concern. 

BCEG criteria keyed on the number of housing units requiring "whole 
house" renovations. Whole house projects address repair, size, and 
configuration. The BCEG used data for the 5 UFT bases to determine the 
statistical mean of 404 houses which needed to be upgraded. Bases with 
whole house requirements equal to or less than the mean were rated Green. 
Bases up to one standard deviation above the mean were Yellow. Bases 
greater than one standard deviation were rated Red. 

The LCC's position is that the whole house requirement at  Reese is 
significantly less than that at Vance, so the assessments for the two bases 
should be different. At Reese, 289 homes have been renovated to meet the 
whole house standard, leaving 111 which have not been renovated. Contrary 



to the LCC's perceptions, there is no program to renovate the remaining 
homes to the whole house standard. None of Vance's 230 homes has been 
renovated to whole house standards. Although the BCEG did not address 
costs, renovating them all would cost relatively more than renovating the 
remaining homes at  Reese. However, both bases have excellent housing 
areas. When compared to all the UFT bases, both bases have a relatively 
small number of housing units requiring upgrade to whole house standards. 
This led to a Green rating for both bases. It is important to keep in mind 
that the comparison was made against all Air Force UFT bases, not a 
comparison of only the two bases selected by the LCC for comparison. 

The fact that Reese has had some of its housing undergo the whole- 
house upgrade, while Vance has yet to do so, is not in dispute. There %ill be 
some cost involved, but when compared to other bases and considered in the 
scope of our Air Force-wide housing program, these differences are less 
significant than they seem in a side-by-side comparison of these two bases. 
One additional observation: the condition of Vance's housing mav well have 
been a factor in the decision to upgrade Reese's housing to whole-house 
standards before Vance's. Vance housing is in excellent shape, and has 
received consecutive "outstanding" ratings from our Command Inspector 
General. 

The relative ranking for housing capacity was another concern. The 
BCEG used data from market surveys which reflected either a surplus or 
deficit of housing to determine the combined availability of on- and off-base 
housing. Again, the BCEG used a statistical analysis to assess the data and 
set the rating criteria. The mean capacity of the 5 bases was a surplus of 77 
homes. Bases with a larger surplus were given a Green rating. This 

. . included Vance, Columbus, and Reese. Laughlin, with a small deficit, was 
rated Yellow, while Randolph was Red. 

The LCC made a point that Reese has a housing surplus. This was 
true. The LCC contends that Vance had a housing deficit. When data was 
collected, Vance had a current deficit, but all bases had to project their status 
to fourth quarter, FY95 for the BRAC analysis. Using 95/4 projections, 
Vance had a surplus of 113 houses and Reese had a surplus of 501 houses.. 
The projected number was used for all UFT bases. 

In the infrastructure subelement, the LCC computed that 83% of 
Reese's infrastructure facilities were adequate, while only 41% of Vance's 
facilities were adequate. These calculations added together systems which 



have unlike units of measure, such as linear feet of power lines and square 
yards of roads. 

To compare dissimilar infrastructure elements, the BCEG normalized 
the data. They assigned a color rating to each element based on the condition 
assessment. Each color was then assigned a weight. The weights were 
summed and averaged. While Vance's infrastructure scored slightly higher 
than Reese's, each base earned a Yellow rating. 

The LCC expressed a concern that data on the age of buildings was not 
considered. Their implication--that older buildings cost more to maintain--is 
not necessarily true. Maintenance costs are a function of a number of factors, 
primarily condition. The BCEG collected but did not use building age data. 
The BCEG used engineering surveys to assess infrastructure condition. 

The LCC correctly pointed out that only 2% of the buildings at Reese 
are over 50 years old. However, their assertion that 37% of Vance's buildings 
are over 50 years old is incorrect. At Vance, 37 buildings are over 50 years 
old. The number 37 was incorrectly reported as a percentage. This is 
actually 9% of Vance's buildings. 

Scoring in Criterion VII included aspects of community support 
important to military-members and their families. Notably, no base in the 
entire Air Force scored higher than Reese in this criterion. Criterion VII 
included 9 elements and 32 subelements. The LCC raised three issues: off- 
base housing, education, and transportation. 

The DoD recognizes that Lubbock is justifiably proud of its cost-of- 
living ranking among America's cities. The suggestion, however, that we use 
that as a factor in, or the basis for our off-base housing evaluations is flawed 
in that we are not comparing off-base housing situations nationwide, but 
rather among five UPT bases. Our housing survey program has been in 
existence for some time, giving us very accurate data on cost and suitability 
that's used both by the Air Force for our housing programs and by DoD and 
Congress for variable housing allowance calculations. This data focuses 



precisely on the question a t  hand ... the availability, suitability, and cost to our 
uniformed personnel of the housing at a specific location. Comparing that 
data as it applies to the five bases in question gave us the focused insights 
that led to our ratings. 

The LCC asserted the BCEG arbitrarily established the criteria for off- 
base housing Affordability. This is not correct. BCEG criteria drew from the 
model used to establish Variable Housing Allowance (VHA) payments. Data 
was from the latest DoD VHA survey. I t  established a median housing cost 
of $782. A base was rated Green if the median cost in its area was less than 
80% of the median ($626). The Yellow rating ranged from 80 to 120% of the 
mean housing cost. Vance, Columbus, and Laughlin were Green. Reese and 
Randolph were Yellow. All ranks a t  Reese and Randolph were eligible for 
VKA payments. None were eligible a t  Vance. 

The LCC also offered an American Chamber of Commerce Researcher's 
Association Cost-of-Living Survey as a noncertified data source. This was not 
used for BRAC. The VKA survey which was used, focused on Air Force 
people and captured data on off-base housing costs and other issues affecting 
them. 

Similarly, the LCC asserted the criteria for off-base housing suitability 
was arbitrary. The BCEG used the same VHA survey, in which members 
assessed their housing suitability. On the average base, about 10% of the 
people identified their housing as unsuitable. A five percent variable on the 
mean (5-15%) was used for a Yellow grade, while an unsuitable response of 
less than or equal to 5% received a Green. Vance and Columbus were well 
below the 5% cut-off and rated Green. Reese, Randolph and Laughlin were 
rated Yellow. 

0 -  

BRAC data correctly reflected Lubbock's maximum student-teacher 
ratio as 35:l. The LCC took exception. Quoting state law, they contended 
the Lubbock maximum student-teacher ratio was 22:1, while the actual ratio 
was 16.8:l. The state standard they quoted applied only to grades K-5. The 
local school district set the maximum ratio a t  351 for grades 6-12. 



The LCC asserted Reese has significantly more educational 
opportunities than Vance, and Vance should not be accorded the same Green 
rating as Reese. Lubbock does offer excellent and varied education. The 
rating reflected the presence of off-base vocational, technical, undergraduate, 
and graduate colleges within 25 miles of a base. Both communities offer very 
fine educational opportunities within 25 miles, and both bases earn the 
Green rating. Again, this is in the context of an Air Force-wide rating rather 
than a one-versus-one stratification. In fact, a substantial percentage of 
personnel at  both bases take advantage of local educational opportunities. 

The LCC expressed concern that Vance rated higher than Reese in this 
element. That is not correct. Each earned a Green Minus rating. The LCC 
contended that Reese, with the nearby Lubbock International Airport, was 
rated inappropriately. Reese was in fact rated Green for both airport 
proximity and the number of air carriers. Vance was rated Red in the 
"number of air carriers" subelement. Reese's rating in the transportation 
element was brought down slightly because public transportation does not 
service the base. 

uctor Pilob 

To bolster its "quality of life" claim, the LCC said Reese is the number 
one choice of student and instructor pilots. They quoted an uncertified article . - 
in a Lubbock newspaper. This was not measured in BRAC or any other 
survey. It also did not fall into any BRAC category. There are a number of 
reasons why people request assignments; it is not a useful measure. 

All the UFT bases were in the Yellow range in Criterion VIII (Reese 
Yellow Minus; Vance Yellow Plus). The criterion has five elements. The 
LCC's concern was in the asbestos element which was 5% of the criterion. 



Asbestos 

The LCC incorrectly stated asbestos data was not considered, and that 
there is no asbestos in Reese's facilities. The BCEG rated bases Red if 
asbestos was present in more than 25% of the buildings. At the time of the 
data call, an asbestos survey was not complete for Reese. The rating 
defaulted to Green. The subsequent survey showed asbestos to be present in 
72% of Reese's facilities. Had this data been available for use in the Air 
Force analysis, Reese's rating would have been Red. The LCC states that 
Vance has an "asbestos problem" in 84% of its facilities. While 84% of 
Vance's facilities contain some asbestos, no health problem exists. Vance was 
correctly assessed as Red. 

CONCLUSION 

This report validated the BRAC process and its recommendations. 
Many of the LCC issues came from noncertified or incorrect data. Others 
reflected disagreements with method or an attempt to change the analysis 
into a one-versus-one comparison for selected elements. On the other hand, 
several observations had merit. The net effect of incorporating the valid 
points would be less than 1.5% improvement in Reese's average finctional 
value score and no change to the grade of Criterion I. There would be no 
impact on BRAC recommendations. The analysis supports the Air Force 
BRAC recommendations. 

All the Air Force UFT bases are excellent. Unfortunately, not all of 
them are needed to sustain today's smaller force. The Air Force appreciates 
the strong support the Lubbock community has provided for many years, just 
as it appreciates the strong support from the other UFT communities. 



Document S eparatol- 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

3 7  

March 22,1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

On 20 March 1995 we received a binder containing various pages from the AFMC 2 1 
study. I am requesting a copy of the executive summary documenting the overall AFMC 21 study 
results. Also please provide a copy of the Technical Repair Center (TRC) consolidation report 
and study recommendations prepared in September 1994 and the revised findings prepared in 
March 1995. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of labs, test and evaluation and depot 
appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation no later than 

you for your assistance in this matter. 

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached is the executive summary from the AFMC 21 Final Report per your 
22 March request. Also enclosed is a letter from AFMC/XPX that further explains the 
AFMC study process and results. 

'Wc still owe you the TRC report and will send it as soon as possible. 

/-ME, IR., Maj Gen, USAF 
Assistant to the CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND 

WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE. OHIO 

MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/RT 

FROM: HQ AFMCKP 
4375 Chidlaw Road, Suite 6 
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5006 

SUBJECT: Request for AFMC 21 Study Information 

1. In response to the BRAC Commission request for AFMC 2 1 information, we've attached a 
copy of the executive summary from the AFMC 21 Final Report, as well as the description of the 
"Option Four" (level playing field closures) portion of the AFMC 2 1 study. There are some 
caveats relating to the AFMC 21 study which you need to be aware of. The AFMC 2 1 study only 
considered AFMC installations (i.e. no other Air Force or joint-service potential was evaluated). 
Also, site surveys were conducted only for the depot closures. 

2. Although the AFMC 21 study was not formally part of the BRAC process, some of the study's 
data from Option Four was subsequently certified for RTR's use in doing the BRAC level playing 
field COBRA studies. It is important to note that one of the primary findings in the AFMC 21 
study was that downsizing in place offers a cost effective alternative to the considerably more 
expensive closure/realignment approach -- a point that was subsequently proved to be true for Air 
Force depots during the Air Force BRAC deliberations. 

3. My POC is Mr. Tom Koepnick, HQ AFMCKPX, DSN 787-2622. 

~ri'gadier General, USAF 
Director of Plans 

Attachment: 
AFMC 2 1 Final Report Extract 
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AFMC 21 FINAL REPORT 

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The AFMC 2 1 study is part of our corporate planning process to determine the best command 
infrastructure to support Air Force requirements. The study capitalized on standard data being gathered 
by AFMC and used valid data from previous activities to help smcture the study's options. The study 
was performed in the context of Air Force force structure proposed in Secretary Aspin's FY95 Defense 
Guidance (DG) derived from the Bottom-Up Review and consistent with the N 9 5 - 9 9  Program Budget 
Submission. The study conducted specific evaluations of the feasibility and cost of a limited set of 
options within the context of projected workloads. The options included attainment of a minimum 
AFMC infra-structure (option 1). establishment of an integrated acquisition and sustainment space systems 
management and C41 center (options 2a and 2b), downsizing in place (option 3), and the individual 
closure of each AFMC installation (option 4). 

The study kicked off at AFMC's Base Operating Support HORIZONS meeting on 22 Sep 93 at 
Robins AFB. At this meeting an integrated product team (IPT) of HQ AFMC Directors was chartered to 
direct the study efforts of a Working Group which included both HQ AFMC and Center representatives. 
The AFMC 21 IPT was chaired by HQ AFMC/XP, with directorate-level members from CE, DO, DP, 
EN, FM, JA, LG, PA, PK, ST, and XR. The Working Group was chaired by HQ AFMCfXPX, with 
representatives at the 0-6 and GM-15 level both from HQ AFMC and the Centers. Updates on the 
progress of the study were presented to the Command's senior leadership at the HORIZONS meetings in 
November 93 and February 94. 

At the outset of the study, a number of general principles were established. The study capitalized 
on standard data being gathered by AFMC and used valid data from previous activities to help suucture 
the study's options. The N'SM philosophy was accommodated to the maximum extent possible in the 
study. In addition to a weapon spste~n orientation, the study considered capital investment. pervasive 
technologies, capacity utilization, critical skills and customer satisfaction in determining proposed 
workload and program relocations. Cost estimates for the various closure and realignments under study 
were accomplished by the Centers with the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model. The study 
instituted a certification process, to validate the accuracy and completeness of data used in the AFMC 21 
effort. 

The Working Group established planning guidelines to assure consistency in the study. The 
guidelines were focused on baseline documcnts/data sources, nansfers of programs/workloads from 
losing to gaining sites, and treatment of tenant units. 

To enable the study participants to hi2hlight areas of concern or special interest, the study 
established a 'Discussion Item' process. Discussion items were generated by the Working Group when 
topics were identified which warranted review and further discussion at higher levels of manazement. 
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The primary findings from the AFMC 21 study can be grouped in the following four areas: 

a. None of the closure/realjgnment actions assessed in the study proved to be cost- 
effective, with a reasonable payback period. The primary drivers for the cost estimates were 
personnel relocation costs and MILCON requirements. Given the large workforce (primarily 

.civilian) at most of our bases, and the facility-intensive nature of our functions, relocation costs 
alone cast doubts on the feasibility of implementing the options, as defined by the AFMC 21 study. 
Savings from closwe/realignment actions can only be r e a l i d  when functions are discontinued, 
rather than relocated. 

b. Additional closure costs, in many cases quite significant, could result from tenant units' 
MILCON requirements, should the relocation of tenants from a closing AFMC installation drive 
MILCON requirements at the gaining base. These MILCON costs were not included in the AFMC 
2 1 estimates. 

c. The AFMC Downsizing in Place strategy offers a more cost effective alternative to the 
considerably more expensive closure/realignment approach. Downsizing in Placc enables AFMC 
to draw down its infrastructure, without the high cost associated with relocating our functions. 

d. AFMC is dependent on highly skilled personnel to accomplish its mission. Failure to 
relocate a proper percentage of these personnel with their mission during a realignment or closure 
would have a cost and schedule impact on mission accomplishment. 
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I. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION 3 

i To provide an assessment of downsizing in place, as an alternative to closure/realignment 

1 dons, Working Group established Option 3. This option would enable AFMC to retain the 
i n ~ s s w  infraswcture to serve as DOD Executive Agent for Aerospace, while still reducing excess 

. capacit~- 
1 
i 
! Under this option, each center reviewed and updated its Resource Management Plan 
- w) The RMP is mckcd as pan of the Command's memc reporting system, recording divestitures 

(dirposals plus banking) of facilities. AFMC has a Command-wide goal of reducing facility square 
footage by 10% by the end of FY97, using FY92 as the baseline. By the end of -93, AFMC had 
divested 3.8 million square feet of facilities, or 5.8% of the P192 baseline. 

2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 3 

After the AFMC 21 review and update, the total projected divestitures by the end of FY97 
fcached I 1.6% - exceeding the 10% goal. The additional funding required to complete the projected 
divestitures was estimated at $39.7 million -- a fraction of the closure costs estimated in other AFMC 21 

The total square footage to be divested by the end of N 9 7  (7.75 million square feet) is greater 
than the current total square footage at Hanscom and Los Angeles AFBs combined. In view of the high 
costs and potential disruption to customer support associated with closures and major realignments, 
downsizing in place should remain the Command's primary alternative and preferred approach for "right 
sizing" our infrasaucture to meet future needs. 

I. DESCRIPTION OF OFTION 4 

Option 4 was established to provide a "level playing field" assessment of each base in the 
Command for closure and retention. It is important to remember that under this option, each base was 
closed in isolation, with all other bases in the Command remaining open. Therefore, if alternatives 
explored in the future involve closure of more than one AFMC base, it would not be acceptable to simply 
combine the individual base information from Option 4 to assess multiple-base closure options. Such 
additional options would have to be assessed separately from the results of Option 4. 
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-I.. - -. . . . -. - Under Option 4, AFMC's major functions were relocated individually as follows: 
--. ., 

t - For the Wright-Patterson AFB closure (Option 4a), ASC's acquisition functions were 
vansferred to the corresponding N'SM partner at the ALCs (i-e. C- 17 to SA-ALC, F-22 to S hl- 
ALC, etc.). Wright Laboratoy and the Amstrong Lab's Crcw Systems Directorate were moved 
to Eglin m. The Amstrong Lab's Human Resources and Occupational and Environmental 

r -  . Health Directorates were relocated to Brooks AFB. HQ AFMC was moved to Tinker AFB. 

... - For the Hanscom AFB closure (Option 4b), ESC's acquisition functions were 
transferred to the corresponding W S M  partner at the ALCs, with the exception of MILSTAR 
which moved to Los Angeles AFB. The Phillips Lab Geophysics Directorate moved to Kidand 
AFB, and the Rome Lab's Electromagnetics Directorate moved to Wright-Patterson A m .  

i 1  -- For the Brooks AFB closure (Option 4c), HSC and the Armstrong Lab relocated to 
.y. : . 
, . Kelly AFB. 

! -- For the Los Angeles AFB closure (Option 4d). SMC moved to Kirtland AFB. 

-- For the Tinker AFB closure (Option 4e). OC-ALC's depot maintenance and 
management functions relocated to the remaining ALCs, with most of the work going to SA- 
ALC, due to engine and large aircraft workload alignments at both OC-ALC and SA-ALC. 

- For the Hill AFB closure (Option 4f), OO-ALC's depot maintenance and management 
functions relocated to the remaining ALCs. The closure was priced both as a total base 
closure, and with munitions and ICBMs remaining as an enclave. 

-- For the Kelly AFB closure (Option 4g). SA-ALC's depot maintenance and management 
functions relocated to the remaining ALCs, with most of the work going to OC-ALC, due to 
e n , ~ e  and large aircraft workload alignments at both OC-ALC and SA-ALC. 

-- For the McClellan AFB closure (Option 4h), SM-ALC's depot maintenance and 
management functions relocated to the remaining ALCs. 

-- For the Robins AFB closure (Option 4i), WR-ALC's depot maintenance and 
management functions relocated to the remaining ALCs. 

-- For the Kirtland AFB closure (Option 4j), the Phillips Lab was relocated to McClellan 
AFB. 

-- For the Eglin AFB closure (Option 4k). the AFDTC functions were relocated to 
Edwards AFB. The Wright Lab's Munitions Division was moved to Hill AFB. The Wright 
Lab's Weapons Flight Mechanics and Advanced Guidance Divisions and the ASC SPOs were 
moved to Wright-Patterson AFB. 
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-- For the Edwards AFB closure (Option 41), the AFFTC functions were moved to Efjin 
AFB. The Phillips Lab's Rocket Propulsion Directorate was moved to Kinland AFB, but the 
large rocket engine test stands remained at Edu~ards in an enclave. 

-- For the Rome Lab at Griffiss AFB closure (Option 4m), the Rome Lab's functions 

i were moved to Hanscom Am. 

f - ~ m o l d ' A F B  was judged to be irreplaceable and was not studied for closure. 

I Discussion item 25 provides details on this exclusion. 
1 

2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 4 
. 

I .  

I Cost analysts at the closing installations used the COBRA model to compute the estimated 
i tors for implementing the individual closures in this option. With the exception of Kirtland AFB 
i (payback in 21 years), none of the individual closures in this option showed a payback period of less than 

100 years. The estimated closure costs for Option 4 arc shown in figure 6, and range from 5.16 billion to 
$2.548 billion. To put some of these costs in perspective, the reader is reminded that the total estimated 
o n e - h e  cost to implement 311 the n0D a c m  in BRAC '93 was 5 1.7 billion. 

During the analysis of the various closures in Option 4, the Working Group identified 
numerous issues, in addition to those already highlighted in earlier options. Key areas documented in 
discussion items included: risk of engine depot consolidation if either Tinker or Kelly are closed, 
approach to handling C41, and the impact of separating management and source of repair. These issues, 
were documented in discussion items and are briefly summarized below: 

Risk of Engine Depot Consolidation -- Organic dual sourcing of engine repair 
should be considered a strategic and contingency necessity to assure DOD readiness 
support In the event that either SA-ALC or OC-ALC were to be closed, a second DOD 
organic repair source for engines should be established. 

Approach to Handling C4I-- Option 4b entailed the break-out of ESC's C41 
functions to three ALCs and SMC. However, this is conuary to the Joint Staffs "C41 for 
the Wanior" concept and the Air Force's strategy for suppomng this concept. C41 should 
be treated as a single product line, with consolidated acquisition, RDTBrE, and sustainment 
management where reasonably possible.. The proposed separation of C41 programs is not the 
most logical or efficient way to do business. 

Collocation of Sustainment Management and Repair -- There are advantages in 
collocating sustainment management with both the acquisition activities as well as with the 
organic depot repair activities. Collocation with acquisition activities would enhance the 
transition from acquisition management to sustainment management of weapon systems. 
Collocation with organic depot repair offers numerous advantages: it creates a link between 
sustainrnent manasers and depot repair activities similar to thar which exists between acquisition 
managers and prime vendors; it enables system engineers to improve product reliability and to 
reduce depot repair costs; and it creates synergy in the area of exchangeable components. 
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I Overall, collocation of sustainrnent management with organic depot repair is of greater value in 
h e  long term support of weapon systems. 

To sum up Option 4, significant one-time closure costs are associated with the closure of 
o f ~ ~ ~ ~ s  installations, with no closure paying back within a 20 year period. The individun] 

i dosuns Smdid under Option 4 do not appear to be a feasible approach for res~ucturing AFMC's 
s c m e .  AS was the case with Options 1,2a and 2b, closure of ARvlC installations surfaces cntic.1 
isme, (Engine Depot Consolidation, C41, ctc.1. 

-. - - -  
1 : *-. - 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. V A  22209 
703-696-0504 

March 22, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

On 20 March 1995 we received a binder containins various pages from the AFMC 21 
study. I am requesting a copy of the executive summary documenting the overall AFMC 21 study 
results. Also please provide a copy of the Technical Repair Center (TRC) consolidation report 
and study recomrnendatio~repared in September 1994 and the revised findings prepared in - 
March 1995. 

a In order to assist the Commission in its review ofizbs. resr and ei-ziuation 2nd de?oi 
infi2structure. I would appreciate 2 c o p  of the a5oi.e men:ione.j aocumenra:im no le~er  :kr. 

-/March 3 1, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this mzrte; 

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE 

Air Force Team Lezder 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

I I APR 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

As requested in your 22 March letter, attached are copies of the Technical Repair 

Center reports delivered by HQ AFMC. Please refer questions to my point of contact, 

Lt Col Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

Special Assistant to the CSAF for 
Base Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMENT OF T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

As requested in your 22 March letter, attached are copies of the Technical Repair 

Center reports delivered by HQ AFMC. Please refer questions to my point of contact, 

Lt Col Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

JAY D. BLUME, Jr. 
Maj Gen, USAF 
Special Assistant to the CS AF for 
Base Realignment and Transition 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696.0504 

ad 
March 22,1995 

M4iofacmnd JqyBb(Lt .  Cd Mary Tripg) 
Spadat ksistant to the W o f  Stafffix Base ReafiSMlcat & T d h  
I-hdqwmUSAF 
1670 Air Force Penragon 
Wwhhgton, D.C. 20330-1670 

On 20 M 1995 we rsoaived a binder oontaining various pages fiom the AFMC 21 
study. I am rrquedting a copy of the executive s u m  doamdug the ovarll AFMC 21 study 
&. AIso jxovide a copy of tbe Techid  Repair Center (TRC) co11loWn report 
d ~ t a ~ l y ~ ~ ~ p n p a r r d h S t p t & 1 9 9 4 m d i h e n v i R d ~ ~ e d i .  
MM& 1995. 

h&~~&~&oninilrrcviewofLbqtaMd~oa.nddepot 
~IwouMappreciattacopydtmeabow~oneddooumentationnolatsrthan 
~ 3 1 , 1 9 9 5 .  Thank you for your^ in this matter. 

Francis A. CMo, Jr., PE 

Air Force Team Leader 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 3 8  

March 22, 1995 

-L. MajorGenerdJayBIume C Q r r w . .  LF c-i Mfinl , fitPp> 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

Please provide the expected environmental cleanup costs for each of the five Air Logistics 
Centers. Also, please provide the expected Fiscal Year for completion of the IRP to the point 
final cleanup standards will be met. Also indicate where long-term pump and treat efforts will be 
required, elaborating on expected timing and costs. Scenarios should be based on continuing 
operation of the Air Logistics Centers. 

In order to assist the Co on in i\s review of this data, I would appreciate your 
written analysis no later than  hank you for your assistance in this matter. 

- 

Sincere , 

@ 
Francis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  STATES AIR F O R C E  

c : APR j g g ~  

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

SUBJECT. USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

The attached data is provided in response to your 22 March request for 
information pertaining to the environmental cleanup costs for the five Air Logistics 
Centers. 

Please refer questions to my point of c,,ntact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578 

UME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the CSAF for 

Attachment: 
Table of environmental costs 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR F O R C E  
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR AFRT 

FROM: HQ USAFICEP 

SUBJECT: Air Logistic Center (ALC) Environmental Cleanup - AFIRT Control 
Number 257 

The information requested by the Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission for cleanup cost to complete and long-term pump and treat efforts at the 

- ALCs is attached. - I'u-- " -7 
G. HAMMOND MYERS I11 i 

Chief, Plans and Poli* Division 

Attachments: 
1. ALC Cost to Complete 
2. AFIRT TaskerIRouting Sheet 



Air Logistic Centers 
Cleanup Cost To Complete 

Installation 

McClellan AFB, CA 
Robins AFB, GA 

* Includes cost of pump and treat systems 

Expected 
Completion 

FY 

2034 
201 1 

Cost to Complete - Pump & Treat 
FY 95 to Complete' 

($K) 

$ 705,446.00' 

Timing Costs 

Tinker AFB, OK 1 2023 

Kelly AFB, TX 2023 

Required 

Yes 

FY 

2034 
2000 

Hill AFB, UT 

(SKI 

$ 130,661.00 
$ 9 512.00 

2050 

$ 71,938.00j Yes 
$ 249,007.00 
$ 181,949.00 
$ 235,858.00 

---- 

2018 $ 36,600.00 Yes 
Yes 
Yes 

- 

2023 
2050 

- -- 

$ 95,000.00 
$ ?10,000.00 

- 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 22, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

Request you provide an additional COBRA run performed on Grand Forks AFB based on 
the following assumptions: 

a. Relocate two squadrons of KC-135s to Malmstrom AFB, MT, and two squadrons to 
Mac Dill AFB, FL. 

b. Close the missile squadrons using the same scenario used in the DoD recommendation 
to focus Grand Forks. 

This new excursion differs fiom the "Level Playing Field" run on Grand Forks which 
relocates the KC-135 squadrons to Dover, Malmstrom, Fairchild, and Charleston AFBs. 

To assist the Commission in its work, we respectfblly request this inform9i (both in . 
hardcopy and in electronic format on disk) be provided to this office no later 
Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

r t  

Francis A. ~irillobi., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR F O R C E  

:. ,:s , u$r&: 
. - ..; q3:(ji5a-s- a 

HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

This is in response to your March 23, 1995, request to accomplish a COBRA run that 
completely closes Grand Forks AFB. The COBRA run (GRA09601.CBR) reflects costs and 
savings associated with a complete clousre of Grand Forks AFB using your assumptions. 

This COBRA run is based on certified data, but the costs and savings may not be 
considered in their entirety as BRAC costs or savings. All costs and savings associated with a 
missile field'closure have already been programmed in the Air Force budget. 

Sincerely 

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
for Base Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Hardcopy Cobra 
2. Electronic Cobra 





I J COBRA REALIGNMENT SUWRY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 112 
Data As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1996 
F i n a l  Year : 1998 
R O I  Year : 1999 (1 Year) 

NPV i n  2015($K):-1,088,655 
1-Time Cost($K): 81,397 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Do l la rs  
1996 , 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon -5,232 20,455 
Person 0 6,615 
Overhd 1,733 863 
Mov i ng 0 15,710 
Missio 0 0 
Other 2,000 2,626 

TOTAL -1,499 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  0 
En 1 0 
C i  v 0 
TOT 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  0 
En 1 0 
Stu 0 
C i  v 0 
TOT 0 

Summary: - - - - - - - -  
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION. IT  ODES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. I n  add i t i on  t o  BOS savings. t h i s  COBRA takes a 
savings f o r  m iss i le  Wing/Group overhead and miss i le  secur i ty  l i k e  the 
A i r  Force recommendation COBRA f o r  Grand Forks AFB. ALL costs and savings 
associated w i th  the A i r  Force operat ing Macoi l1 AFB remain as the 
o r i g i n a l  A i r  Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles s p l i t  between 
Ma lmst r om and MacDi 1 1 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
15.223 

-199,180 
-92,014 
16,718 

0 
6,971 

Beyond -.---- 
0 

-62,501 
-25.084 

0 
0 
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  



I"' t ? COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMlARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As O f  10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Costs ( 8 K )  Constant Do l la rs  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 3,268 29,412 
Person 0 10,984 
Overhd 3,851 7,236 
Moving 0 19,406 
Missio 0 0 
Other 2,000 2,626 

TOTAL 9,119 69.664 

Savings ( 8 K )  Constant 
1996 - - - -  

Mi [Con 8,500 
Person 0 
Overhd 2,118 
Mov i ng 0 
M i  s s i  o 0 
Other 0 

Dol la rs  
1997 - - - -  
8,957 
4,368 
6,374 
3,696 

0 
0 

TOTAL 10,618 23.395 65,205 101 ,769 101,769 101,769 

Tota l  - - - - -  
32.680 
62,697 
29,480 
20,414 

0 
6,971 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
17.457 
261.877 
121,494 
3,696 

0 
0 

Beyond ----.- 
0 

10,449 
3.735 

0 
0 
0 

Beyond 

0 
72,950 
28,819 

0 
0 
0 



I 
I NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 

~ a i a  As Of 10:ll 04/06/1995, Report Created 10: 14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm. 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

Year 
e m - -  

1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
201 2 
201 3 

Cost (S) --.---. 
-1,498,826 
46,269,175 
-34,298,747 
-87,584.828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584.828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87.584.828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 
-87,584,828 

Adjusted Cost($) --.----.-------- 
-1,478,632 
44,424.1 38 
-32,049,678 
-79,651,228 
-77,519,443 
-75,444.713 
-73,425,512 
-71,460,352 
-69,547,788 
-67,686,412 
-65,874,853 
-64,111,779 
-62,395,892 
-60,725,929 
-59,100,661 
-57,518,891 
-55,979.456 
-54,481,223 
-53,023,088 
-51,603.978 



I TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
~a;a As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAD960l1CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category 

Construction 
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Fami l y  Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Construction 

Personne 1 
C iv i  l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  New Hires 
El iminated M i  li t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P tanning Support 
Mothbal l  / Shutdown 

To ta l  - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i  l i a n  Moving 
C iv i  l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Cost Sub-Total , 

Other 
HAP / RSE 970,642 
Environmental M i t iga t ion  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 6,000,000 

To ta l  - Other 6,970,642 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  One-Time Costs 81,397,137 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 8,500,000 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 8,957,000 
Mi li t a r y  Moving 3,695,780 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 -----------_--------------------------.---------.----------------------------- 

Tota l  One-Time Savings 21,152,780 ------------------------------------------------.----------------------------- 
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 60,244,357 



* TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
~ a j a  As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
. Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 

Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL. SFF 

ALL Costs i n  $K 

Base Name - - - - * - - - - 
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 
GRAND FORKS - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Totals: 

To ta l  
M i  lCon 

IMA Land 
Cost Purch 

cost 
Avoid - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 

-17,457 
. - - - - - - - - - - - -  

-17.457 

Tota 1 
Cost 



$ PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
D i t a  As O f  10: 11 04/06/1995. Report Created 10: 14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRAO9601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MALMSTROM. MT 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  .-----.--- - - - - - - - - - -  

61 3 3.578 0 431 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, 

1996 .--- 
O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 
TOTAL 0 

ND 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  .--. - - - -  - - - - -  
109 0 0 0 0 109 
508 0 0 0 0 508 
0 0 0 0 0 0 
14 0 0 0 0 14 
631 0 0 0 0 631 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MALMSTROM. MT): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - -. - - - - -  ---. -.-- - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 109 0 0 0 0 109 
En l i s t e d  0 508 0 0 0 0 508 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  0 14 0 0 0 0 14 
TOTAL 0 63 1 0 0 0 0 631 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action): 
O f f i c e r s  En l i s ted  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - a  - - - - - - - - - -  ---.------ 

722 4,086 0 445 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Pr io r  t o  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ans  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS, NO 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 1 1 1  0 0 0 0 1 1  1 
Enl i s ted  0 598 0 0 0 0 598 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 267 0 0 0 0 267 
TOTAL 0 976 0 0 0 0 976 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  BASE X ) :  
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  .--- - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 11 1 0 0 0 0 1 1  1 
Enl i s ted  0 598 0 0 0 0 598 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 267 0 0 0 0 267 
TOTAL 0 976 0 0 0 0 976 

BASE POPULATION (A f te r  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
~ a f a  As O f  10:ll 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL. FL 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996. P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i ens  - - - - - - - - - -  -.-------- - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

51 6 1,911 0 841 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: GRAND FORKS. 

1996 

O f f i c e r s  0 
En l i s t e d  0 
Students 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 
TOTAL 0 

ND 
1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  MACDILL, FL): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - -. . - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  0 168 0 0 0 0 168 
En l i s t e d  0 860 0 0 0 0 860 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 28 0 0 0 0 28 
TOTAL 0 1,056 0 0 0 0 1,056 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  - - - - - - - - - -  --.------- 

684 2,771 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: GRAND FORKS, ND 

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996): 
Of f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

71 8 3,886 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  -67 - 68 -67 
Enl i s ted  -165 -119 -167 
Students 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  87 -120 -6 
TOTAL -145 -307 -240 

BASE POPULATION (Pr ior  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: MALMSTROM, MT 

1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i ce rs  0 109 0 
Enl i s ted  0 508 0 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  0 14 0 
TOTAL 0 631 0 

Students --.---.--- 
0 

Students - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

Students 
- - - - - - - - - -  

0 

Civ i  l i ans  - - - - - - - - - -  
869 

C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  
464 

2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - - -  
0 -202 
0 -451 
0 0 
0 - 39 
0 -692 

Civ i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - * - -  

425 

2001 Tota l  
- - - -  - - - - -  
0 109 
0 508 
0 0 
0 14 
0 631 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
D A a  As O f  10:ll 04/06/1995, Report Created 10: 14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

To Base: BASE X 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---. --  - - - - - -  - - - -  - m e -  ..-- * - - - .  

O f f i ce rs  0 1 1  1 0 0 0 0 11 1 
En l i s t e d  0 598 0 0 0 0 598 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 267 0 0 0 0 267 
TOTAL 0 976 0 0 0 0 976 

To Base: MACDILL, FL 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - -. - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  0 168 0 0 0 0 168 
Enl i s ted  0 860 0 0 0 0 860 

. Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ans  0 28 0 0 0 0 28 
TOTAL 0 1.056 0 0 0 0 1,056 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  GRAND FORKS, ND): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  0 388 0 0 0 0 388 
En l i s t e d  0 1,966 0 0 0 0 1,966 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i  l i ens  0 309 0 0 0 0 309 
TOTAL 0 2,663 0 0 0 0 2,663 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  --..- -.--- 

Of f i ce rs  0 0 -128 0 0 0 -128 
En l i s t e d  0 0 -1,469 0 0 0 -1,469 
Civ i  l i ans  0 0 -116 0 0 0 -116 
TOTAL 0 0 -1,713 0 0 0 -1,713 

BASE POPULATION (Af ter  BRAC Action):  
O f f i ce rs  En l i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ans  
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

0 0 0 0 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA 14.08) 
~ a i a  As O f  10: 11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA096Ol1CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Rate - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 
C iv i  l i a n  Posi t ions Avai l ab le  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 

. Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i  l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C iv i  l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

To ta l  ---.- 
309 

31 
15 
46 
19 

198 
11 1 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 309 0 0 0 0 309 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 0 198 0 0 0 0 198 
New C i v i l i a n s  Hired 0 111 0 0 0 0 111 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 31 12 0 0 0 43 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 19 11 0 0 0 30 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 70 0 0 0 70 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 111 0 0 0 0 111 

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les. 

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

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



I TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3 
Data As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

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

MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 

om 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV M i  les 
Home Purch 

. HHG 
Mi sc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New H i re  
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVINO 

Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
M i  sc 

OTHER 
El im PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envi ronmenta 1 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  ---.- 



4 TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995. Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS ---.- ( $ K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A1 Low 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  ( 8 K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i  l Moving 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota 1 - - - - -  

RECURRINGSAVES - - - - -  ($K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - - 
46,301 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
10,312 

2,699 
11.808 

0 
5,410 

0 

10,069 
53,101 
4,368 

0 
0 

4,000 
0 

101,769 

101,769 TOTAL SAVINGS 10,618 23,395 65,205 101,769 



. . . a TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 313 
Data As O f  10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

ONE-TIME NET .---- (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

om 
Civ Ret i r IRIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Mi 1 Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 

. I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

To ta l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  (8K) - - - - - 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  l Salary 
House A 1 Low 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
-46,301 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

-10,312 

TOTAL NET COST -1,499 46,269 -34,299 -87.585 



PERSONNEL. SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
0;ta As Of 1 0 : l l  04/06/1995. Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Base - - - -  
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 
GRAND FORKS 

Base - - - -  
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 
GRAND FORKS 

Base - - - - 
MALMSTROM 
BASE X 
MACDILL 
GRAND FORKS 

Personnel 
Change XChange - - - - - -  ------. 

631 14% 
976 6% 

1,056 32% 
-4,376 -100% 

RPMA(8) 
Change XChange Chg/Per 

RPMABOS($) 
Change XChange ChglPer - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  ------. 

958,758 6% 1,519 
836,811 3% 857 

1,939,524 13% 1,837 
-14,506,774 -103% 3.315 

SF 
Change XChange ChglPer - - - - - -  - - * - - - -  -.----- 
65,900 1% 104 

0 0% 0 
81,300 2% 7 7 

~6,664,000 -100% 1,523 

BOS(8) 
Change XChange Chg/Per -----. - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

929,272 7% 1,473 
836.81 1 3% 857 

1,894,459 16% 1.794 
11,807,774 -100% 2,698 



# 
RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Dcta As Of 1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Crested 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 T o t a l  Beyond ----.--.---.-- - - - -  ..-. - - - -  -.-- ---. ---.. .---.- 
RPMA Change -417 -1,269 -2,105 -2,624 -2,624 -2,624 -11.664 -2,624 
80s Change 0 3,660 -8,147 -8,147 -8,147 -8,147 -28,928 -8,147 
Housing Change -1.701 -5,104 -8,559 -10.312 -10.312 -10,312 -46,301 -10,312 -------------------------------------------.--------------.-------.----------- 
TOTAL CHANGES -2,118 -2.713 -18,811 -21,084 -21,084 -21,084 -86,893 -21,084 



I .  INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) 
Data As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

' Model Year One : FY 1996 

Mode 1 does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No 

Base Name -------.- 
MALMSTROM. MT 
BASE X 
MACDILL. FL 
GRAND FORKS, NO 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Realignment 
Rea 1 i gnment 
Realignment 
Closes i n  FY 1998 

Summary: . - - - - - - - 
THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT 
COMMISSION. I T  DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION 
Close Grand Forks AFB. I n  addi t ion t o  BOS savings. t h i s  COBRA takes a 
savings f o r  m iss i le  Wing/Group overhead and miss i le  secur i t y  Like the 
A i r  Force recommendation COBRA f o r  Grand Forks AFB. ALL costs and savings 
associated w i th  the A i r  Force operating MacDil l  AFB remain as the 
o r i g i n a l  A i r  Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles s p l i t  between 
Malmstrom and MacDi 11 

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

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
MALMSTROM. MT 
BASE X 
MACOILL, FL 

To Base: 
- - - - - - - -  
GRAND FORKS, ND 
GRAND FORKS, NO 
GRAND FORKS. ND 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, ND t o  MALMSTROM, MT 

1996 1997 1998 1999 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 0 109 0 0 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 0 508 0 0 
C iv i  l i a n  Posit ions: 0 14 0 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 1,000 0 0 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  0 500 0 0 
Mi l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 233 0 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 204 0 0 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, NO t o  BASE X 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - -  

745 m i  
1,000 m i  
1,868 m i  

O f f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s ted  Posi t ions:  
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions:  
Student Posi t ions:  
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt ( tons):  
M i l i t a r y  L ight  Vehicles: 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 



1 
INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2 

0&a As O f  10:11 04/06/1995. Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from GRAND FORKS, NO t o  MACOILL, FL 

Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
En l i s t e d  Posit ions: 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions: 
Student Posit ions: 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i  t i  t a ry  L ight  Vehicles: 
HeavylSpecial Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MALMSTROM, MT 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
To ta l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i l i a n  Employees: 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  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 t e d  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Oiem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le):  

Name: BASE X 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 736 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 3,263 
To ta l  Student Employees: 0 
Tota l  C iv i  l i a n  Employees: 11,455 
M i  1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 54.0% 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 13,709 
Of f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 66 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 50 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69 
Fre ight  Cost ($ITon/Mile): 0.07 

Name: MACDILL, FL 

To ta l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 51 6 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 1,911 
Tota l  Student Employees: 0 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 841 
M i l F a m i l i e s L i v i n g O n B a s e :  20.0% 
C i v i l i a n s N o t W i l l i n g T o M o v e :  6.0% 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Ava i l :  0 
En l i s ted  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 0 
Tota l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 4,658 
Of f icer  VHA ($/Month): 194 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 137 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 83 
Freight Cost ($/TonlMi le)  : 0.07 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($KIYear): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Fami l y  Housing ($K/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll ($KIYear): 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  ($KIYear): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat  ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ( $ / V i s i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

6,147 
3,887 

21,001 
0 

6,225 
1 .oo 

0 
0 

20.9% 
AFX 

Yes 
No 

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



.$  INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
0:ta As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRA09601,CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS. ND 

Tota l  O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s t e d  Employees: 
To ta l  Student Employees: 
To ta l  C i v i  l i a n  Employees: 
Mi 1 Fami l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  l i ans  Not W i  l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Uni ts  Avai l :  
En l i s t e d  Housing Uni ts  Avai 1: 
To ta l  Base Faci li ties(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Fre ight  Cost ($/Ton/Mi le )  : 

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Communications ($K/Year ) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SKIYear.): 
BOS Payro l l  ($K/Year): 
Family Housing ($KIYear): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /V is i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

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

Name: MALMSTROM, MT 
1996 - - - -  

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1 -Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedu le(X) : 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name: BASE X 
1996 - - - - 

I-Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K) : 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedu le(X) : 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
Mi tCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K) : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients /Yr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 0 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 ' 0  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% 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 ~ h u t ~ o w n :  

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

90% OX OX OX 
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 ShutDown: 

Yes 
NO 

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



. • @ INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4 
Data As O f  1 0 : l l  04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i  l e  : C: \COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMENO\FINAL .SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: MACOILL, FL 
1996 - - - -  

1 -Time Unique Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Unique Save ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 0 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 0 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Cost ($K): 0 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 1 OX 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 100% 
Mi lCon Cost Avoidnc($K): 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 0 
Procurement Avoidnc($K): 0 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientslYr:  0 
F a c i l  ShutOown(KSF): 0 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

1-Time Unique Cost ($K): 
I-Time Unique Save ($K): 
1-Time Moving Cost ($K): 
1-Time Moving Save ($K): 
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K) : 
Act iv  Mission Cost ($K): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save ($K): 
Misc Recurring Cost($K): 
Misc Recurring Save($K): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lCon Cost Avoi dnc($K) : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K): 
Procurement Avoidnc(8K): 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ients IYr :  
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 
F a c i l  ShutDown(KSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 4.000 4,000 4,000 
0 0 0 0 

90% 0% OX OX 
0% 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing Shutoown: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
2,000 2,000 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 . o  
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 

33% 34% OX OX 
0 0 0 0 

8,957 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fami l y  Housing ShutDown: 

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

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION 

Name: GRAND FORKS, ND 

O f f  Force Struc Change: 
En1 Force Struc Change: 
Civ Force Struc Change: 
Stu Force Struc Change: 
O f f  Scenario Change: 
En1 Scenario Change: 
Civ Scenario Change: 
O f f  Change(No Sal Save): 
En 1 Change(No Sat Save): 
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 
Caretakers - M i l i t a r y :  
Caretakers - C i v i l i a n :  



* 
d .. INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 6 . 0 8 )  - Page 5 

!+ei?a As O f  10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995 

Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORTgS\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION 

Name: MALMSTROM, MT 

Descr ip t ion Categ New M i  lCon Rehab Mi lCon Tota l Cost ($K) - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - ---------. ---------.-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
Pavements OTHER 0 0 2,000 
Maintenance OTHER 37,600 0 '  5,550 
Ops and Training OTHER 16,500 0 3,750 
Dorms BACHQ 11,800 0 2,040 
Bos OTHER 0 0 1.330 
P lanni ng OTHER 0 0 1.320 

Name: MACDILL. FL 

Descript ion 
- - * - - - - - - - - -  

Pavements 
Maint 
Ops and Training 
Dorms 
Dining H a l l  
Bos 
P&O 

Categ - - - - -  
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 
BACHQ 
OTHER 
OTHER 
OTHER 

New M i  [Con - - - - - - - - - -  
0 

23,400 
23.300 
26,800 

7, BOO 
0 
0 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent O f f i c e r s  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En l i s ted  Married: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing Mi lCon: 80.00% 
Off icerSalary($/Year):  78,668.00 
O f f  BAQ w i t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary($/Year) : 36,148.00 
En 1 BAQ w i t h  Dependents($) : 5.1 62.00 
Avg Unemp loy Cost ($/Week) : 174.00 
Unemployment E L ig ib i  L i  ty(Weeks) : 18 
C iv i  l i a n  Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C iv i  l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: F i  na 1 Factors 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bui ld ing SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPMA vs populat ion):  0.54 

( Ind ices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Admin(SF1Care): 162.00 
Mothbal l  Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET .RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C iv i l i anPCSCosts  ($ ) : ,  28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 0.00 
Nat Median Home Price($):  114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(8) : 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191 .OO 
C iv i  l i a n  Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 

Rehab vs. New Mi lCon Cost: 0.00% 
I n f o  Management Account: 0.00% 
MilCon Design Rate: 0.00% 
Mi lCon SIOH Rate: 0.00% 
M i  lCon Contingency P Lan Rate: 0.00% 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 0.00% 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPTIRO1: 2.75% 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material IAssigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per O f f  Family (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Fami l y  (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i  1 Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C iv i  l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Tota l  HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
A i r  Transport ($/Pass Mi le ) :  0.20 
M i s c E x p ( $ / D i r e c t E m p l o y ) :  700.00 

Rehab M i  [Con Tota l  Cost ($K) ----------.- --------.----- 
0 1,620 
0 4,000 
0 3,960 
0 2,820 
0 1.520 
0 1,390 
0 1,380 

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
M i  1 L ight  Vehicle($/Mi le):  0.43 
HeavylSpec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40 
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18 
Avg M i  1 Tour Length (Years): 4.10 
Routine PCS($lPerslTour): 6,437.00 
One-Time O f f  PCS Cost ($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 
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Department : A i r  Force 
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT~~\COM-AUDT\GRA09601.CBR 
Std F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF 

I STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

' Category UM .----.-- - - 
Hor izonta l  (sy) 
Waterfront (LF) 
A i r  Operations (SF) 
Operat ional (Sf 
Administrat ive (SF) 
Schoo 1 Bui l d i  ngs (SF) 
Maintenance Shops (SF) 
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 
Fami l y  Quarters (EA) 
Covered Storage (SF) 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Recreation Faci l i t i e s  (SF) 
Communications Faci l (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 
RDT 8 E F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
POL Storage (BL) 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  ( S F )  
Environmental ( 1 

Category UM .------- - - 
other (SF) 
Optional Category B ( ) 
Optional Category C ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryD ~( ) 
Optional Category E ( ) 
Optional Category F ( ) 
Optional Category G ( ) 
Optional Category H ( ) 
Optional Category I ( ) 
Optional Category J ( ) 
Optional Category K ( ) 
Optional Category L ( ) 
Opt ionalCategoryM ( ) 
Optional Category N ( ) 
Optional Category 0 ( ) 
Optional Category P ( ) 
Optional Category Q ( ) 
Optional Category R ( ) 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 21, 1995 
,.., 

, ., , 3j,3:* j:. 'i;& TpJii L?)r , *. 0 .' 
.^. . - -C-_. . . ., Y 5 03337-\3 , , .f---,, .+- .d,: t* 

Lieutenant Colonel Bernie Kring (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Base Realignment and TransitionIAir National Guard Issues 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Lieutenant Colonel Kring: 

Please provide the reason why Buckley Air National Guard Base, CO was ruled out as a 
candidate for closure. During our conversation on March 22, you indicated that the reason may 
be classified and would require some additional research. 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
response no later than April 10, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Craig 
Senior AnalystIAir Force Team 



BASE CLOSURE COMMISION 
1700 N. MOORE ST., STE. 1425 
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

Fax Cover Sheet 

DATE: March 27, 1995 TIME: 10:28 AM 

TO: LTC BERNIE KRING, AF/RTR/ANG (thru LTC Mary Tripp) 

FROM: CRAIG HALL PHONE: 7031696-0504 

RE: INFO REQUEST 

Number of pages including cover sheet: [ 2 ] 

Message 
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MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Craig Hall) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 ANG Information 

In reference to question 950327-13, why was Buckley Air National Guard Base ruled out as a candidate for 
closure, the following reason is forwarded. 

Buckley Air National Guard Base, CO was ruled out as a candidate for closure because of the support the 
Air National Guard (ANG) provides for the active duty 21st Space Wing and other tenants on the base. The concept 
briefed the BCEG and SecAF was for relocating only the 140th Fighter Wing (ANG). Buckley ANGB cannot be 
closed due to the 2 1 st Space Wing and its classified mission. 

The payback period was dependent on the number of manpower savings that could be achieved by 
relocating the 140th Fighter Wing. After investigating the services currently provided by the 140th Fighter Wing 
(fue protection, utilities, base perimeter security, roads and maintenance, and base telephone switch), it was obvious 
that no manpower savings could be achieved. Instead, the 2 1 st Space Wing would have to pick up any manpower 
requirements. As a result, no significant savings resulted and a 100+ year return on investment period was 
calculated. Based on this analysis, the Secretary determined this base should not continue to be examined for 
closure. 

JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

Major General Jay Blurne (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blurne: 

As you may know, the Department of Defense has proposed the closure of the Army's 
Fort McClellan, Alabama, with most functions to be moved to Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri. 

The Air Force Disaster Preparedness School is currently a tenant at Fort McClellan. To 
properly evaluate the merits of DoD's proposal, the Commission would appreciate receiving the 
Air Force's evaluation of whether the Disaster Preparedness School's ability to carry out its 
mission would be in any way hindered by relocation. Please also indicate with what Air Force or 
other service units or assets the Disaster Preparedness School should optimally be collocated. 

A response by 7 April 1995 would be most helpful. 

sin[& 

Fr cis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to "Air Force Disaster Preparedness School Move From Ft McClellan" 

Attached is the Air Force response to your inquiry, March 21, 1995, regarding the 
relocation of the Air Force Disaster Preparedness School. 

&pa-&/ . BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 

ial Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
AF/CEO letter 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR AF/RTR 

FROM: AF/CEO 

SUBJECT: AF Position on Relocation of AF Disaster Preparedness (DP) School, Your 
Memo, 28 Mar 95 

In response to your memo, I provide the following: 

a. QUESTION: Will the AF DP School's mission be in any way hindered by the 
proposed relocation? ANSWER: Yes, unless certain requirements can be met. AF DP 
School needs access to: a live agent training facility (such as the Chemical Defense 
Training Facility (CDTF) at Ft McClellan); training ranges, and dedicated classroom and 
storage space. I am confident the A m y  can provide these things soon after relocating, 
with the possible exception of the CDTF. The only remaining hindrance would be the 
training lag inherent in relocating. This lag is not insurmountable. 

b. QUESTION: With what USAF or other Service units or assets should the AF 
DP School be optimally relocated? ANSWER: The AF DP School should remain with 
the other Service NBC Defense training schools. Access to the vast array of Army and 
other Service training assets has already allowed the AF DP School to enhance AF NBC 
Defense training. Also, Public Law 103-160, Title XVII, mandates DoD consolidation of 
Services' NBC Defense training activities. Due to the benefits we've obtained since 
relocating to Ft McClellan we would not propose seeking relief from this law. 

. --- - "_ ., , . ._ _'__ .. . _ . 4 L  ^ _. . _.I .-.- = -..-- - - --- .. - -- - -. --- ---- -- 

The attachrnen t to this letter contains additional information on this issue. If you 
have questions on this input, my POC is Maj McClellan, AF/CEOR, DSN 225-5490. 

. - 

J.&DONADO 
'ng Director of Operations 3 

The Civil Engineer 

Attachment: 
Information Paper on 
AF DP School Relocation 



INFORMATION PAPER 

AF DP SCHOOL RELOCATION 

PURPOSE: Provide additional detail regarding AF position on relocating the AF DP 
School. 

- Hindering the AF DP School mission: 

For the relocation to not hinder their mission, the AF DP School will need access 
at Ft Leonard Wood to the following: a live agent training facility, such as the Army's 
Chemical Defense Training Facility (CDTF); training ranges, to include a mock runway 
and compass courses; and adequate space for classrooms and training aidslequipment 
storage. AF requires at least three dedicated classrooms due to back-to-back training 
classes as well as the training aiddequipment used for peacetime emergency response and 
NBC defense training. This includes Nuclear Regulatory Commission-licensed materials 
(with special control requirements) to be secured in the classroom. 

While at Ft Leonard Wood recently, the commander of the DP School learned 
most of these requirements are available or being planned. Two requirements requiring 
attention are the dedicated classrooms and the CDTF. Square footage required for all 
Service training is in new construction planning for a Joint training facility. There is, 
however, some indication there will be no Senice-dedicated classrooms. This will have to 
be resolved. The AF school also plans to join the other Services within the year in training 
in the CDTF at Ft McClellan, a "one-of-a-kind" live chemical agent training facility. The 
experience gives NBC professionals confidence in their individual protective equipment 
that is obtainable via no other means. The Army plans to obtain approval for a new CDTF 
at Ft Leonard Wood Other Services, concerned about a WTF at Ft Leonard Wac$,+ are 

" - -.....--- .w--...*- 

-. . 2 --. 
seeking CDTF will & in place~&&h%vo years of the move. 

- Optimal location for AF DP School 

. . 
The DP School should remain collocated with the other DoD NBC Schools. The 

Services' NBC Defense programs came under Joint management recently as a result of 
Public Law 103-160, Title XVII. The law directed all Services to consolidate DoD NBC 
Defense training activities. (Section 1702) AF sees no reason to seek relief from this law 
due to the benefits we already e40y in the short time we have been collocated. Several 
Joint initiatives already underway will improve Joint NBC operations and all Services' 
NBC Defense capabilities. 

Maj McClellan/CEOR/DSN 225-5490/rgm/29 Mar 95 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
A U N  J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  C O R N C U  

April 3, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS. USAF RET) 
S. LEE KUNG 
RAOM BENJAMIN F. WONTOYA. USN RET 
W G  JOSUE ROBLLS. JR.. USA I RET) 

-Major General Jay D. Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) NENbl LOUISE STEEL= 

Special Asktam to the Chief of S W  
for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USM 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

We request a copy of the 'mission statement' for hdersen AFB, Guam. Although we 
have a copy of the Base Fact Sheet, (attached) we need information on the specific role of this 
PACAF installation. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Fr AE cis A Cirillo, ' 
Air Force Team Leader 



- ' / '  FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USA F BASE FACT SHEET 
ANDtRSENAIR FORCE BASE, GUAM 

MAJCOM/LOCATIONISIZE: PACAF base fourteen miles northeast of A, ~ a n a  with 
20,349 acres 

MAJOR U?WS/FORCE STRUCTURE: 

Headquarters, 13th Air Force 
36 th Air Base Wing 
Andersen AFB maintains a manpower base. facilities, and equipment infrastrucnue 
that is ready and capable of supporting combat and airM forces for peacetime, 
contingency. or wartime operations 
254th Air Base Group (ANG) 
44th Aerial Pon Squadron (AFR) 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of N 9512) 

MILITARY-ACTIVE 
us CIVILIAN 
RESERVE 
GUARD 
TOTAL 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Law directed NAS Agana be closed; with 
aircrafL personnel. and associated equipment relocating to Andersen AFB. Housing is 
retained at NAS Agana to support Navy personnel who have relocated to Andersen 
AFB 

Basing Manager: Mr Thomas~XOOBI530 1 9 
Editor: Ms WrighVXOOBDl46675122 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 



FOR OFFICXAL USE ONLY 

ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASK GUAM (Cont9d) 

m I T A R Y  CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM 6000): 

FISCAL YEAR 1994: 
Improve Family Housing (81 Units) lMFH 7 131 
Base Supplies and Equipment Warehouse (ANG) 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 1995: 
Improve FamiIy Housing [MM 7 13 1 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUES/PROBLEMS: 

Urunao Beach, owned by the Artero family of Guam, is approximately 430 acres of 
undeveloped beach front adjacent to Andersen AFB's northwest feld Currently, the 
Air Fora controls access to the beach. The Anero tvniy wants unrestricted public 
access over miIitary property to Qevelop Urunao Beach. Congressional guidance 
directed a study of the situation in hopes of achieving an amiable solution. The USAF 
plans to maintain the status quo on reaJ property interests until environmental 
considerations and questions of ownership have been resolved, and funding is 
provided 

COMNAVMARIANAS and 13AFICC have established a joint land use review panel 
which addressed mititary land use m Guam resulting in the Guam Land Use Master 
Plan. 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to "Request for Mission Statement for Andersen AFB, GM" 

Attached is the Air Force response to your inquiry of April 3, 1995 (#950403-9) regarding 
the request for the mission statement for Andersen AFB, GM. 

/ ~f&ial Assistant to Chief of Staff 
'. for Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. 36th ABW Mission Statement 
2. Andersen AFB, GM 

Base Fact Sheet 



. 
36th Air Base Wing Staff Agency 11 

Missioi~ Descriptions 
Wing Mission Description - WG flncludes, CCE, CVI, CCOI, and CCJ?) 

Provides host wing support to more than 7.000 miIitaxy, civilian, and dependent persome1 and 15 associate 
units to include 13 AF, 634 AMSS and a Navy flying unit. Maintains a manpower, facility, and equipmen! 
infrastructure to support tactical/strategic peacetirne/wartirne operations. Provides personnel and 
equipment for generation, mobilization, deployment and employment in support of USCINCPAC OPlans. 

Command Post Mission Description - OC 
Provide 24-hour command control support to the 36th Alr Base Wing, 13th Air Force, associate, deploying, 
and employing units. Ensuring all comrhanders assigned and deployed are briefed on all emergency action 
, messages, OPlan taskings, and directives from JCS, PACOM, and PACAF/CC. Acts as the wing 
commander's office of primary responsibility for the Status of Resources and Training System. 

Public Affairs Mission Description - PA 
Plans, implements and evaluates internal information, community and media relations policies and 
programs in support of 13th AF, 36th Air Base Wing, PACAF, PACOM, and DoD objectives throughout the 
Pacific and Indian Ocean areas of respocsilility Pmmotes positive local-community and host-nation 
relations at four United States Air Force faciiihw ir, Guanr. Thailand, Diego Garcia, and Singapore. 

Social Actions Fdission Description - SL 
Manages \he equal opportunity and treahnent(EOT)/human relations education (HRE) program, 
Responsible for the Wing Climate Assessment Committee. Ensures EOT complaints are processed in a 
timely manner. Evaluates Em/HRE programs to provide improved services. Conduck ciirnak 
assessments, on and off-base and advises commanders of findings. Interfaces with other staff agencies. 

Financial Management Mission Descri~tion - FM 
Suves as principal advisor to the wing commander and d a t a  unit commanders on all financial affairs 
of Andersen Air Force Base. Administers budget program in accordance with higher headquarters 
directives, executes financial accounting, disbursements, and reporting according to public law and 
fumbhes economu analysis, management consultant. and Warmation services. 

Manpower Missicn Descri~tion - MO 
A 36th Air Base Wing staff agency responsible for prcviding commanders at Andersen Air Force Base with 
a full range of manpower services to ensure manpovt%r resources optimally supports the wing's mission. 
The manpower office also support Headqua*, Pactx Air Forces and Headquarters, United States Ah 
Force by participating in various manpower sedies, analyses, and reviews. 

Chaplain Mission Descriotion - HC 
Supports the combat - -  readiness - of._t_he- 36th.AuBase.Wing in its mission to provide host wing support to 
rnoKtharY7,OOO military, civilian and dependent personnel, IS associate units and a Navy flying unit and - - -  
m maintaining a manpiwer. facility. and &uiPm&t infrastructure that is capable of supporting tactical and 
strategic peacetin~e/ wartime deployment and employment operatloru in support of USCINCPAC OPlans. 

Legal Services Mission Dexri~tion - IA  
Responsible for aII legal support to the 36th Air Base Wing and subordinate unit commanders and staff 
agencies to include m~libtyjktice and civil law matters. h l d c s  legal assistance and clninrs support to 
local miIitary, Jcptl~dent. and retired military ppulation. 

Safctv Mission Description - SE 
Provides total host wing support to over 7,000 military. civilian P I I ~  dcpndent personnel, as well as 25 
associate units. Operates a manpower, f.?:i!?y. quinment, and supply infrastructure to establish and 
maintain a safe operational environnient artd : C C .  ?rve .:ssek in support of tactical and stratcgic wartime 
and pencetin~e operatinrjs. 

Historian Mission Description - HO 
Scrvcs as 13 AI; t ' o ~ ~ l m i ~ ~ i d  I-iistorhn a~rii 36 AUW Historical Officer rcsponsibls for n~nlragil~g ar~d 
ciirecting tlle c o l ~ \ n ~ a ~ t d  l\isLorical progrnnr covcring activities of significant orpm~izational clen~ents. Plans, 

I 
researches, writes, anJ yul~lislrcs book-length. cio~umenkd itrtc.rprctntivc Ilistoricaf mo~~ograplls of 13 AF 

1 procranis ;rod activities. I'n~vidcs I~istorical research atrli writ in^ serviccs and is authority on or~anization. 



11 36th Operations Support Squadron 11 I Mission Description - I. 
Operations SUP DO^^ Sauadron Mission Description - OSS 

Controls, direck, and manages the aerodrome at Andcrsen Air Force Base. Developed, coordhies, and 
publfshes plans fn support of wartime and peacetime operations. Provides weather support for 13th Air 
Force, 36th Air Base Wing staff agencies, and transient and assigned aimews. Operates weather sateUk 
reconnaissance for USPACOM typhoon warning system. 
t L 



36th Logistics Group 1 
Mission Descriptions 

C 

baistics Group Description - LG 
Directs, coordinates, and controls the activities of the 36th Air Base Wing's logistics support to include 
logirth plans, contracting, supply, maintenance, and tra~porhtion Advises the wing cornmandm and 
associate units by providing technical Iogistia and timely acquisition support to maintain combat readiness 
and aircraft operation sustainability worldwide. -1 

%ply Nuadron Mission ~escription - SUPS 
One of the command's most diverse supply operatioru. Provides supplies, equipment and fuel produck to 
support 36th Air Base Wing, 13th Air Force, 497th Fighter Training Squadron, Singapore, Det 1, 613th 
Aircraft Support Squadron, Diego Garcia, and 15 associate units. Supports 2,750 transient aircraft annually 
and a permanently assigned Navy Rying wit 

Maintenance SauaJror. h tixiion Descrio tion - MXS 
Responsible for conventional munitions assets valued in excess of 5192.4 million for PACOM OPlans, 
contingencies, and exercises. Supports over 2,750 transient aimaft annually. Provides off-equipment 
maintenance in eight dlciplines, as weU as, test measurement and diagnostic quipment and Aerospace 
Ground Equipment support to the 36th Air Base Wing, associate, and transient customers. 

Trans~ortation Squadron Mission Description - TRNS 
Responsible for worldwide peacetime rit and surface movement of personnel and cargo. 
Operates/rnaintairu a vehicle fleet of approximately 940 assets valued in excess of St9 million, the Iargest 
single wing fftat in PACAF. Manages one of the largest PACAF war reserve materiel vehicle fleet, in 
support of operational p h  and contingendcl. Receives/pracesses deploying personnel and quipment. 

Contractincr Sauadron Mission Descrivtion - CONS 
To provide high quality and expeditious contracti~g support for construction, services, and supply to 
sustain continuous transient flight operatims and :.uDport opera~ons of the 36th A h  Base Wing. The 
squadron provides a consolidated co~tracting effort to associate units to include 13th Air Force, Air 
Mobiliv Command, Air Force Space Command and US Navy. 

+ v "' 

. - 

Lo&tics Plans Mission Descrivtion.- 1 GX 
Executes all fogistiu plahng functions to include recepdon/deploymentr, war reserve materiel, and 
logittics annexes to support 36th Air Base Wing plans. Manages intruervice and lnkrservict support 
agreements, and manages mobility training programs. Serves + point of contact for all IogisticaI 
I requiremenb of Feasibility/capabiIiy studies for the 36th Air Base Wing. 

- 
L 



W K  rW -33 uti;kl%rl 
P.5 

Iv 

36th Support Group 
1 

Mission Descriptions 
1 

Support Group Descri~tion - SPTG 
Provides essential mission support to all base unib, including more than 7,000 military, civi l la  and 
dependent personnel. MahLritu an infrasbructure of communications, engineering, information 
management, and security, dong with criticaI penonnel support and morale, recreation and servica. 
Meeb aU 13 AF and 36 ABW requirements to project globaI reach and gIobal power for America. 

Mission Suuuort Sauadron Mission Description - MSS 
Provides personnel, education, information management, family support, professional military education 
and postal services to 7,000 military, civilian, and dependent personnel to include 15 woeiate units in 13th 
AF, 634 AMSS, AFSPACECOM, a Navy flying unit and unib in Diego Garcia and Singapore. Supports 
mobilization, depIoyment, and ernpIoyment supporting USCINCPAC OPIans. 

Securitv Police Mbsion Descri~tion - SPS 
Secures the largest air base in the Pacific ALP Forces and support% fighter. bomber, tanker, and support 
aircraft, plus a priority B Air Force Space Command facility. Protects PACAF's largest conventional 
munitions storage area and provides police services for over 7,000 military, civilian and dependent 
personnel. Maintains a 30 member deployable security and air base ground defense contingent. 

Communications Squadron Mission Description - CS 
Provides Command and Control, CornmunicatioMornputcr, Weather, Visual Information and AirfieId 
Systems support to 7,000 military, civilian and dependent personnel of the 36th Air Base Wing and 15 
assodate units to include 13 AF, 634 A M S  and a Navy flying unit. Supports generation, mobiitzation, 
deployment, and employment in support of USCINCPAC Optam. 

. 
Services Sauadron Mission Descrivtion - SVS 

provides skilled and trained personnel b operate quaIity facilities to sustain food services, lodging, 
mortuary, and related setvim for over 7,003 military, *.tvUian, and family members. Enhances readiness 
and mission capabiliey by offering recreationai and social activities that fosters unit morale, well-being, and 
cohesion. Maintains one of the Iargest war reserve materiel housekeeping kits in the Air Force inventory. 

Civil Endneer Sauadron Mission Description - C q  ' - -  . - 

Provides all engineering, infrastructure, explosive ordnance disposal, disaster preparedness, readiness 
pIannin8. fire protection, and environmental support for the 36 ABW. Indudes 550 people and $28.5 
million budget for maintename/repair of S1.2 bUon plant consistiqg of 20,!500 acres, 228 facilities, 1,756 
houses, 17 miles of POL pipeline, 2 runways, an auxiliary airfield, aria 230 person in-place emergency force. 

r )  
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36th Medical Group 
Mission Descriptions 

i L 

Medical Grouv Mission Description - MDG 
Provides medical, aerospace, and dental ,uviccs to the host 36th Air Base Wing, 13th Air Force, 634th Air 
Mobility Support Squadron Federal Aviation Agency, remote sites, a Navy flying unit and all other 
beneficiaries. During war, operates as a second echelon medica1 uniL Support Space Shuttle operations as 

transoceanic emerpcy landing site. 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

USA F BASE FACT SHEET 
ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM 

MA.ICOMILOCA TIONfSIZE: PACAF base fourteen miles northeast of Agana with 
20,349 acres 

MAJOR UNTTS/FORCE STRUCTURE: 

Headquarters, 13th Air Force 
36thAirBase Wing 
Andersen AFB maintains a manpower base, facilities, and equipment infrastructure 
that is m d y  and capable of supporting combat and airlift forces for peacetime, 
contingency, or wartime operations 
254th Air Base Group (ANG) 
44th Aerial Port Squadron (AFR) 

USAF MANPOWER AUTHORIZATIONS: (As of FY 95/2) 

MILITARY-ACTNE 2,104 
US CIVILIAN 567 
RESERVE 140 
GUARD 2 
TOTAL 2,981 

ANNOUNCED ACTIONS: 

The 1993 Base Closure and Realignment Law directed NAS Agana be closed; with 
aircraft, personnel, and associated equipment relocating to Andenen AFB. Housing is 
retained at NAS Agana to support Navy personnel who have relocated to Andersen 
AFB 

Basing Manager: Mr Thomas/XOOB/530 19 
Editor: Ms Wright/XOOBD/46675/22 Feb 95 

FOR OFFICIAL I1'SE ONLY 



FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 

ANDERSEN AIR FORCE BASE, GUAM (Conr 'd) 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM ($000): 

FISCAL YEAR 1994: 
Improve Family Housing (8 1 Units) N F H  7 13 J 
Base Supplies and Equipment Warehouse (ANG) 
TOTAL 

FISCAL YEAR 1995: 
Improve Family Housing [MFH 7 131 

SIGNIFICANT INSTALLATION ISSUESfPROBLEMS: 

Urunao Beach, owned by the Artero family of Guam, is approximately 430 acres of 
undeveloped beach fkont adjacent to Andersen AFB's northwest field. Currently, the 
Air Force controls access to the beach. 'The Artero family wants unrestricted public 
access over military property to develop Urunao Beach. Congressional guidance 
d k t e d  a study of the situation in hopes of achieving an amiable solution. The USAF 
plans to maintain the status quo on real property interests until environmental 
considerations and questions of ownexship have been resolved, and funding is 
provided. 

COMNAVMARIANAS and 13AFICC have established a joint land use review panel 
which addressed military land use in Guam resulting in the Guam Land Use Mastcr 
Plan 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1 4 2 5  

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
47 

703-696-0504  
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN 

March 30, 1995 COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET) 

Lt. Col. Bemie Kring (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

Base Realignment and Transition/Air National Guard Issues 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

Dear Lt. Col. Kring: 

Please provide responses to the following questions regarding the proposed closure of 
Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH: 

1. How will the navigational aid equipment at Springfield-Beckley MAP be affected the 
closure of the AGS? Will it remain with the airport? 

2. How will disposaVconversion of this AGS property differ fiom routine 
disposal/conversion of federal property (i.e. AFBs) in light of the fact that the AGS is located on 
city-owned and not federally-owned property? Has the Air Force closed any locally-owned AGSs 
during previous base closure rounds? 

3.  How were the state-paid operating expenses excluded from the COBRA analysis for this 
proposed closure? 

4. How was overhead (i.e. BOS, RPMA costs) at Wright-Patterson AFB applied to the ANG 
unit in completing the COBRA analysis? In other words, how was the ANG unit's "fair share" of 
Wright-Patterson's overhead calculated? 

5. What is the status of the following FY95 MILCON projects at Springfield-Beckley AGS: 

-- Medical Training FacilityDining Hall 
-- Add/Alter &el celVCorrosion Control Dock 
-- Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks 

$ 4.3 million 

$ 1.25 million 

$ 0.4 million 

a. Has construction of these projects been completed or have the fhnds been 
obligated? 

b. Are there any MILCON projects scheduled for FY96 or beyond that should be 
reflected in MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MlLCON requirements at Wright-Patterson AFB much less then MILCON 
requirements cited during BRAC 93? 



7. Will the state-paid share of the ANG unit's operating costs increase as a result of the 
proposed move to Wright-Patterson AFB? 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written responses no later than April 14, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A I R  FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 ANG Information. Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH 

The following responses are answers to questions contained in your 30 March 1995 letter 

1. How will the navigational aid equipment at Springfield-Beckley MAP be affected by the closure of the AGS? 
Will it remain at the airport? 

-- There can be no commitment made at this time on the disposition of the navigational aid equipment. 
Disposition of the navigational aid equipment will be determined by the DoD property regulation's 
process 

2. How will disposal/conversion of this AGS property differ from routine disposal!conversion of federal property 
(i.e. AFBs) in light of the fact that the AGS is located on city-owned and not federally-owned propem,? 

-- AFBCA stated the!, will treai ?ht Air Guard Station at Springfield-Beckle! like an! other .Air Farce 
base disposal~convrrsio~:. 

Has thc Air Force ciosed an!. locall> -o\vned .4GSs a u ~ i n g  p ~ t - \ ~ l o ~ ~ s  bzse closure roun~s '  

-- State-paid operating expenses are nor DoL expenses anc. tilererore. cannot be tatten as a sa\ ings. Tne! 
were factored our and never included in :!it. COBR.4. Tile state \<.ill  s?il! contribute its percenrag: 13:. 
operating the ANG units. 

4. I-low was overhead (i.e.. BOS, RPMA costs) a: YVrign: Panersor. AFB appiied TO ;he PIXG unit i ~ i  completing ti:: 
COBRA analysis? In other [vords. hou, was the ANG unit's "fair share" of M:righr-Patterson's overhead 
calculated? 

-- In the COBRA analysis. the overhead services the ANG pajs for at k-right Patterson AFB. were 
considered to be the same overhead services as those at Kelly AFB, TX, and Kirtland AFB, NM. All 
other services the Air Force provides are at no charge to the ANG. The AXG licenses its facilities on an 
active duty Air Force base from the Air Force and is responsible for maintenance of those facilities. 

5. What is the status of the following FY 95 MILCON pro-jects at Springfield-Beckley AGS: 

-- Medical Training FacilityIDining Hall $4.3 million 

--- On Hold 

-- AddIAlter fuel cell'Corrosion Control Dock S I .15 million 



--- On Hold 

-- Replace Underground Fuel Storage Tanks $0.3 million 

--- This project should continue because of environn~ental impacts. The funds are not on hold. 

a. Has construction of these projects been completed or have the funds been obligated? 

-- No construction has started nor have the funds been obligated. 

b. Are there any MILCON projects scheduled for FY96 or beyond that should be reflected in 
MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MILCON requirements at Wright Patterson AFB much less than MILCON requirements cited during 
BRAC 93? 

-- Since BRAC '93, AFRES has converted from F-16s to C-141 s and has moved to the other side of the 
runway into different facilities. The F-16 facilities AFRES occupied during BRAC '93 are now vacant 
and can be used by the ANG move. 

7. Will the state-paid share of the ANG unit's operating costs increase as a result of the proposed move to Wright 
Patterson AFB? 

-- Whether the state-paid share of the costs will stay the same or increase is uncertain at this time. We 
have tasked AFMC to completely review and validate all BOS costs that may be charged to the ANG at 
Wright Patterson AFB. When those costs are validated by the BCEG, we can make a more accurate 
determination if the state's fair share will stay the same or increase. 

1 rrusr this information \\.ill be helpful in your deliberations. 

JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMlSSlON 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAlRMAN 

March 30, 1995 
COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNSLLA 
REBECCA CON . -- .  - --. 
CCN J .  8 .  DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. L6E KUNG 
RADM B6NJAMIN F. MONTCJYA. UsN (RhT) 

Lt. Col. Bernie Kring (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MC JOSUE ROB-, JR., USA (RETI 
WEND1 LOUISE UT6EL.E 

Base Realignment and TraasitiodAir National Guard Issues 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1 670 

Dear Lt. CoL Kring: 
Please provide responses to the following questions rquding the proposed closure of 

Springfield-Beckley MAP AGS, OH: 

1. How wiIl the navigational aid equipment at SpringfieId-Beckley MAP be affected the 
closure of the AGS? WrY it remain with the sirpofi? 

2. How wiU. disposaYconversion of this kGS property Mei from routine 
disposal/conversion of federal property (i.e. KFEis )  ir, iight of t'1e fat, thzt ' Le  AGI is lo-- r ~ t e f  ~ r .  
city-owned and not federally-owned property7 Has the ..* Force ciosed any localiy-owned EiGS:  
during previous bzse closire rwmds? 

3. How were the state-paid opereting expenses exciuaec kern me C35L4 a~aiysis for rhi: 
proposed cios~re? 

4. How was overhead (ie. BOS, RPMA costsj zit M7riridnt-Patterson appiied to  the ANG 
uni: in completing the COBRA analysis? In other words, how WEI~ the ANG unk's ''feir s~ZTE" of 
Wright-Patterson's overhead calculated? 

5. What is the status of the foliowing FY95 MIiCON prowier~ a: S?rin@ieid-?3eddey AGS: 

- Medical Training Fa citity/Dining Hd! $4 .3  million 

- AddiAlter fiid ceWCorosion Control Dock $ 1.25 million 

-- Replace Underground Fuel Storqe Tanks $0.4 &on 

a Has construction of & h a  projects been completed or have the h d s  been 
obligated? 

b. Are there any MILCON projects scheduled for IT96 or beyond that should be 
reflected in MILCON savings portion of the COBRA analysis? 

6. Why are the MILCON requirements at UTri&t-Patterson AFB much less then MILCON 
requirements cited during BRAC 93? 
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7. Urill the state-paid share oithe ANG unit's operating costs increase as a rcsult of the 
proposed move to Wright-Patterson AFB? 

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I would appreciate your 
written responses no later thm April 14, 1995. T h k  you for your assistance in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Francis A. Ckllo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 



ocument Separator 



THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
AL CORNELLA 
REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 8. DAVIS, USAF (RET) 
S. LEE KLING 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MOHTOYA, USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET) 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

March 31, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

On 29 March 1995, we received partial answers to a series of questions pertaining to the 
Air Force Air Logistics Centers. In accordance with telephone conversations between Glenn 
Knoepfle, Commission Staffand LTC Eckhardt and with regard to action items 78-Ma and 78- 
Mb, please provide copies of revised workload laydown sheets. Also, in action item 78-05f we 
were a d n s 6  facility square footage for mothballing and demolition were extracted fiom the 
AFMC Resources Management Plan. Please provide a complete copy of the AFMC Management 
Plan, including approvals from local installation commanders. 

During a telephone conversation between Glenn Knoepfle, Commission staff  and CPT 
Coggins, a request was made for copies o-aseline -ksheets dated 1/12/95 
and 1/9/95. The requested worksheets document the manpower implication of the Air Forces's 
downsize and base closure alternatives. 

appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation 
you for your assistance in this matter. 

Air Force Team Leader 

later than 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

0 5 4?'8- 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached are the revised workload laydown sheets referenced in our previous 
response to questions 78-04a and 78-04b. This information is also provided in response 
to your 3 1 March letter. 

Questions pertaining to this data should be addressed to Lt Col Barry Pitcher in 
AF/LGM, DSN 225-5257 or Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 225-4578. 

JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the CSAF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. OC-ALC worksheet 
2. 00-ALC worksheet 
3. SA-ALC worksheet 
4. SM-ALC worksheet 
5. WR-ALC worksheet 





Center: 0 0 - A L C  

Commodity 00 00 
Group ALC's ALC'S 

Cumnt Current _ _ _ _  

00 
ALC's 

Xfer'ng 
Wkld 
t 

, 

Aircraft: 
TTB 

Lt Combat 
Components: 

Structures 311 241 863 1104 881 10% 86 -988 1299 311 1299 
Hyd 41 I3 1-23 0 41 50% 7 41 0 41 

6 
41 

Inst 192 124 -118 I92 75% 89 185 7 192 192 
LndGear 1028 488 488 5% - 0 454 574 1028 1028 

AvOrd 419 104 104 10% 0 297 122 . 419 4 19 
Avionics 511 430 430 30% 0 5 506 811 

29 
81 1 

APUs 89 29 25% 0 55 34 89 
180 89 Other 493 180 281 212 -- 25% 0 1103 -- 1103 

Engines: 

00-ALC's 
New 
Core 
Wkld 

543 
69 1 

_ _ I _ _ _  

Cap 

469 
1381 

C o n  

543 
691 

Aircraft 101 
Missiles: 

Strategic 746 -- 

- ,  

Losing 
Center's 
Original 

Cap 

102 

674 

102 

674 

Com'dty 
Capacity 
Transfer 
Factor 

80% 
80% 

25% 

50% 
Tactical 

Cen Purpose: 
Other 

Software: 
Tactical 

SE 
Spec Int Items: 

Bearings 

TOTALS 

569 

103 

755 
--. -. 

313 
, 

20 

A--- 74 

7615 

Gaining 
Center's 
Gained 

Cap 

0 
0 ---- 

0 

0 
181 

120 

653 
241 

5 

76 

4895 

_ _ _ _ _  
15% 

10% 

50% 
50% 

10% 

5% 

00 
ALC's 

Cap 
Elim'ntd 

-170 
568 

-19 

L ?  

723 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

18 1 

00 
ALC's 
New 
Cap 

639 
813 

120 

18 1 

120 

653 
24 1 

5 

b9- 67 

5618 

-4 7 --- 
356 

-38 

-13 
29 

I4 

-5 

1006 

-- 
8 

1122 

00 
ALCs 

Original 
MPC 

469 
1870 

101 

00 
ALC's 

- 

New 
MPC 

639 
1870 

793 
213 

141 

768 
284 

6 

79 

6609 

_ _ _ _ _  
120 

746 
569 

103 

755 
3 13 

20 

63 

9003 

793 
569 

141 

768 
313 

20 

79 

10294 



Center: 

Commodity 
Group 

Aircraft: 
TTB 

Admin / Trainers 
Components: 

Structures 

Hyd 
Pnu 
Inst 

Lnd Gear 
Avionics 

APUs 
Other 

Engines: 
Aircraft 

Missiles: 
. Strategic 

Gen Purpose: 

SA-ALC 

SA 
ALC's 
Current 

Cap 

1573 
105 

- 

90 
1 
3 
12 
8 
97 
288 
288 

5001 

109 

SA 
ALC's 

Xfer'ng 
Wkld 

-1 9 
-1 
-3 
-5 

-31 

S A 
ALC's 

Current 
Core 

821 
0 

19 
1 
3 
5 
4 
31 
102 
93 

2626 

57 

9 

15 

-35 

2 

14 
155 

410 

120 

4463 

MunitionsIOrd 
Software: 

Tactical 
SE 

Spec Int Items: 
TMDE 

Assoc F a b w g :  

TOTALS 

SA-ALC's 
New 
Core 
Wkld 

82 1 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
4 
0 
102 
93 

2626 

57 

3 

20 
207 

685 

417 

8907 

2 

14 
164 

410 

135 

4428 

Losing 
Center's 
Original 

Cap 

90 
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THE D E F E N S E  B A S E  CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-696-0504 
ALAN J. D IXON,  CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
A L  CORNELLA 
REBECCA C O X  
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E T )  
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, U S N  (RET)  
MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR.. USA (RET)  
WEN01 L O U I S E  STEELE 

March 3 1, 1995 

- - 

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

On 29 March 1995, we received partial answers to a series of questions pertaining to the 
Air Force Air Logistics Centers. In accordance with telephone conversations between Glenn 
Knoepfle, Commission Staff and LTC Eckhardt and with regard to action items 78-04a and 78- 
3 please provide copies of revised workload laydown sheets, Also, in action item 78-05f we 

were a d v i s e d l 5 f i e m o l i t i o n  were extracted t o m  the 
AFMC Resources Management Plan. Please provide a complete copy of the AFMC Management 
Plan, including approvals fiom local installation commanders. 

During a telephone conversation between Glenn Knoepfl e, Commission staff and CPT 
Coggins, a request was made for copies of BRAC 95 Baseline worksheets dated 1/12/95 
and 1/9/95. The requested worksheets document the manpower implication of the Air Forces's 
downsize and base closure alternatives. = - 

no later than 
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DEPARTMENT O F  T H E  AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES AIR FORCE 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC '95 Depot Information 

Attached are the BRAC 95 Baseline Analysis worksheets in response to your 
3 1 March letter (and a telephone conversation between Glenn Knoepfle and Capt 
Coggins). There are three other taskings included in your request that will be sent under 
separate cover. 

Please refer any questions to my point of contact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN 
225-4578. 

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
cia1 Assistant to the CS AF for 

Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
9 Jan Kelly Worksheet 
9 Jan McClellan Worksheet 
12 Jan Keily Worksheet 

- s 12 Jan McC1ellan.Worksheet - - ,,-. - &+- - -  .---.- 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Kelly 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 
MISSION & BOS TO REALIGN 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
AIA to cantonment area 
BOS tail 
Move AFRES & ANG units 
BOS tail 
Move depot functions 
BOS tail 
Depot overhead consolidation savings (6%) 
BOS tail 

Other mission manpower and BOS to move 

Support manpower retained 

Estimated closure savings 
NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) 

QEE 
749 
648 

AMN WACTlVE DRlLL 
3,190 11,515 15,454 3,341 
2,886 .I 0,828 14,362 3,341 

TOTAL 
18,795 
17,703 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BASE: McClellan 

OFF A!!!m T I  DRILL TOTAL 
ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 431 2,125 7,516 10,072 261 10,333 
MISSION & BOS TO REALIGN 215 1,209 6,770 8,194 261 8,455 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move depot functions -1 27 -85 -5522 -5734 0 -5734 I 

BOS tail , -6 -1 38 -407 -55 1 0 -551 
Depot consolidation savings (6%) - 8 -5 -352 -365 0 -365 
BOS tail 0 - 9 -26 -35 0 -35 I 

Other mission manpower and BOS to move -74 -972 -463 -1 509 -26 1 -1 509 

Support manpower retained 

Estimated closure savings 
NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEG ONLY 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WORKSHEET 

BASE: Kelly ONLY DEPOT MX MOVES 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 

PEE AMN MY Am P U  L O B L  
749 3.190 11,515 15.454 3,341 18,795 

Move depot mx functions -76 -54 -31 55 -3285 0 -3285 
BOS tail -3 -64 -1 99 -266 0 -266 
Depot overhead consolidation savings (6%) -5 -4 -20 1 -21 0 0 -21 0 
BOS tail 0 -4 -1 3 -1 7 0 -1 7 

NET SAVINGS (INCL DEPOT) 

MANPOWER REMAINING ON BASE 
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BASE: McClellan 

BRAC95 MANPOWER IMPACT WOPKSHEET 

ADJUSTED BASELINE POPULATION 

MANPOWER IMPACTS 
Move depot mx functions 
BOS tail 
Depot consolidation savings (6%) 
BOS tail 

NET SAVINGS [INCL DEPOT) 

MANPOWER REMAINING ON BASE 

MOVE DEPOT MX ONLY 

QEE AMN CIY A m ,  PB11l. IPIAL 
431 2,125 7,516 10,072 261 10,333 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 
ARLINGTON. VA 22209 

703-696-0504 

March 2, 1995 

Headquarters US AF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

I understand the Air Force is conducting facility site surveys at bases proposed to receive 
force structure and other resources as a result of the 1995 BRAC recommendations. The results 
of your surveys are needed for the Commission's analysis and deliberations concerning bases for 
possible addition to the list of DoD recommendations. Therefore, I am requesting you provide 
the Commission with copies of the survey reports or, at a minimum, a list of the MILCON 
requirements and cost estimates associated with each of the receiving bases. 

Request the data be provided to the Commission by 1 May 95 to facilitate deliberations 
planned for 9-10 May 95. We view this date as beneficial to the Air Force to preclude the 
possibility of unnecessary bases being added to the recommendations list. If 1 May is not 
achievable, 1 June 95 is an alternative that will meet the Commission's final analysis requirements. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact Rick DiCamillo. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance in this very difficult endeavor 

FRANCIS A. C I R I L L O , ' ~  
Air Force Team Leader 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Site Survey Results 

Attached is the Air Force response to your request for COBRA information updated as a 
result of our site surveys per your 2 March request. Additional COBRAS not included in this 
package will be forwarded as soon as possible. 

JR, Major General, USAF 
to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Attachment: 
Site Survey COBRA Information 



DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 2, 1995 

Headquarters USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

I understand the Air Force is conducting facility site surveys at bases proposed to receive 
force structure and other resources as a result of the 1995 BRAC recommendations. The results 
of your surveys are needed for the Commission's analysis and deliberations concerning bases for 
possible addition to the list of DoD recommendations. Therefore, I am requesting you provide 
the Commission with copies of the survey reports or, at a minimum, a list of the MILCON 
requirements and cost estimates associated with each of the receiving bases. 

Request the data be provided to the Commission by 1 May 95 to facilitate deliberations 
planned for 9-10 May 95. We view this date as beneficial to the Air Force to preclude the 
possibiity of unnecessary bases being added to the recommendations list. If 1 May is not 
achievable, 1 June 95 is an alternative that will meet the Commission's final analysis requirements. 

If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact Rick DiCamillo. 

Thank you for your continued cooperation and assistance in this very difficult endeavor. 

U 
FRANCIS A. cIRILLo,% 
Air Force Team Leader 

RT #/?q 



TAB ACTION 
1 AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY 

2 BERGSTROM AIR RESERVE BASE 
3 BROOKS AIR FORCE BASE 
4 GREATER PITTSBURGH IAP AIR RESERVE STATION 
5 MOFFETT FEDERAL AIRFIELD AIR GUARD STATION 
6 NORTH HIGHLANDS AIR GUARD STATION 
7 ONTARIO INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION 
8 REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR ACTIVITY 
9 REESE AIR FORCE BASE 
10 ROME LABORATORY * 1 1 ROSLYN AIR GUARD STATION 
12 SPRINGFIELD-BECKLEY MUNICIPAL AIRPORT AIR GUARD STATION 
13 AIR LOGISTICS CENTERS 
14 EGLlN AIR FORCE BASE 
15 GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE 

X 16 HILLAFB 
17 KIRTLAND AIR FORCE BASE 
18 MALMSTROM AIR FORCE BASE 
19 ONIZUKA AIR STATION 
20 GRlFFlSS AFB- 485TH EIG 
21 GRlFFlSS AFB- AIRFIELD SUPPORT FOR 10th INFANTRY (Light) DIVISION 

! 22 HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 301st Rescue Squadron 
23 HOMESTEAD AIR FORCE BASE- 726th Air Control Squadron 
24 LOWRY AIR FORCE BASE 
25 WILLIAMS AIR FORCE BASE 
26 MINOT AIR FORCE BASE 

Page 1 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE A N D  REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 7, 1995 

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters US AF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Air Force Team has begun its research and analysis of the Air Force's 95 BRAC 
recommendations. A number of questions and issues have been raised regarding the data 
submitted to us. To resolve these questions and issues, I am requesting the opportunity to meet 
with members of your Base Closure Working Group (BCWG) and other functional 
representatives who provided technical support to the Air Force's Base Closure Executive Group 
Our team will ask general questions on capacity analysis, selection methodology, exclusions, 
questionnaires, and data submissions. 

like to meet with the appropriate members of your working group on March 
:OOPM in the Commission conference room. To help you prepare for this 

provide to your staff our areas of concern prior to the close of business on 

We appreciate the exemplary efforts of the BCWG in preparing the Air Force 
recommendations and your continued outstanding support and cooperation of you and your staff 

Air Force 'Team Leader 
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ORGANIZATION: 

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN 

TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED 

I Prepbe Reply for Chairman's Signature Prepare Reply for Commissioner's Signature 

Prepare Reply for Staff Director's Signature 

ACTION: Offer Comments and/or Suggestions 

I 1 
4 

Jn?  
Prepare Direct Response 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  UNITED STATES 41R FORCE 

.-\F/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
LVashlngton DC 20330- 1670 

>I; Frank Cirlllo 
.Air Force and .Anal) 51s Team Ldr 
Dttlcnst: Rase Closure dnd Keal~gnrnent Commission 
Ari~ngton. V , 4  22109 

Ll MAR 1995 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

We are in  receipt of your  letter dated 7 %!at- H50307-22 requesting a meeting on 1-I Slar 

at ! 330 hrs. We would welcome the opportunity to rrieet with you in the comn~ission 
conference room. Please let us lulow by C ~ O S ~  of business on 9 kliuch as stated in your 
letter, the concerns or areas [hat we may help clarify on the 14th so we may be well 
prepared and our meeting productive. 

LUSIE. JR.. Mrlj Gen. USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

for Base Realignment and Transition 



DEPARTMENT O F  THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

MIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington DC 20330-1 670 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Air Force and Analysis Team Ldr 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Comrnissioll 
Arlington, VA 22209 

0 MAR 1995 

Dear Mr. Cirillo 

We are in receipt of your letter dated 7 Mar #950307-22 requesting a meeting on 14 Mar 
at 1330 hrs. We would welcome the opportunity to meet with you in the comnlission 
conference room. Please let us know by close of business on 9 March as stated in your 
letter, the concerns or areas that we may help clarify on the 14th so we may be well 
prepared and our meeting productive. 

LUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF 
to the Chief of Staff 

I for Base Realignment and Transition 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 20, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

Dear General Blume: 

I request that the Air Force provide the results of all analyses performed regarding the 
hospital realignment alternatives provided to the Air Force by the Medical Joint Cross Service 
Group, as well as any other analyses performed by the Air Force of potential hospital closures or 
realignments. 

Included should be documentation of the overall feasibility, cost, quality, and access 
implications of the alternatives, and the specific reasons why the Air Force did not adopt the 
JCSG alternatives. This information should specifically address, though not be limited to, the 
analysis referred to on attachment 1, page 4 of the 13 December BCE g> minutes (copy 
enclosed). The Commission needs this information not later than 
complete its analysis of the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives. 

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely 

Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure 



CLOSE HOLD - BCEGiBCEG STAFF OKLY 
DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330-1000 

OFFICE OF TUC ASSISTANT SECRCTAWY 

MEMORANDUM FOR RECORD 

9 JAN 1995 

FROM: sAFm 

SUBJECT Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFBCEG) Meeting 

 he AFBCEG meeting was convened by Mr Boatright. SAF/MD, at 1030 hours on 
13 December 1994, in Room SD1027, the Pentagon. The following personnel were in 
attendance: 

a. AFIBCEG members: 

Mr. Boarright, SAFIMII, Co-Chairman 
hlaj Gen Blume, AF/RT, Co-Chahan  
Mr. Beach, SAF/FM 
Mr. McCall, SAF/MIQ 
Maj Gen McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. Orr, AFILGM 
Mr. Durante, SAFIAQX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAFIGCN 
Brig Gen Weaver, NGBICF 
Brig Gen Bradley, AF/RE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col Mayfield, AF/RTR 
Col W'alters, AFPE 
Col Pezse, AFKOOA 
Col Renton, SAF/h?II 
Lt Col Black, A F R T R  
Lt Col Kring, NGB 
Mr. Reinenson, A F K E P  
Maj Richardson, AF/RTR 
CMSgt Dumez, AF/SGM 

The meeting was calied to order by hlr. Boamght. He discussed the problems associated 
with meeting the January 3. 1995, deadline imposed by OSD for preliminary candidates for 
closure or realignment. 

ChZSgt Dumez, AF/SGM, presented the allematives developed by the Medcal JCSG, 
using the slides at Atch 1. There was great concern that the alternatives were developed 
prematurely, since any decisions should reflect the BRAC 95 basing changes. In admtion. the 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF ONLY 



BCEG CV"" "^' " 

Base Closure Executive Group 

JOINT CROSS- 
SERVICE GROUP 
FOR MTFs AND 

GME 

MEDICAL JCSG 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD t ~~1~ 

Base  Closure Executive Group] 

MEDICAL JCSG 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP 
GOAL - REDUCE MEDICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
METHODOLOGY 
RESULTS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Page 1 



MEDICAL JCSG 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP 
CHAlRMAN - Dr (Adm) Edward Martin, 
OASD(HA) 
SERVICES REPRESENTATIVES 
PA&E 
JCS/J-4 (MEDICAL) 
COMrnROLLER 
DASD/ECONOMIC REINVEST & BRAC 
DoDIG 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 3 1 ~ -  

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
I Base Closure EE 

GOAL 
Determine if DoD medical 
infrastructure for inpatient 
capacity exceeds requirement 
Provide candidates for realignment 
or closure 

Page 2 



MEDICAL JCSG 

METHODOLOGY 
Categorized MTFs 

Medical Centers 
Community Hospitals 
Clinics 

FunctionalValue 
Patient Population 
Civilian Medical Resources 
MTF Physical Plant 
Con tingenq Factors 
Civilian Cost Comparison 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I IMSW 

MEDICAL JCSG 

METHODOLOGY Continued 
Data Collected, Validated by SG, 
and Checked by Service Audit 
Agencies and DoD IG 
Linear Programming Model Used 

Reduce excessive capacity 
Maintain average functional value 
system-wide 
Maintain expanded beds tomeet 
Service wartime and DoD 
peacetime requirements 

- -  -- 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD e IZ~YPI 

Page 3 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

RESULTS 
Based on Current Force Size 

Excess capacity (operating beds) identified 
16 medical candidates for realignment or 
closure 

6 A m y  

2 Navy  
8 A F  

2 Medical Centers 
6 Hosp i ta l s  
N o  Complete Closures 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 7 IIIIW 

AF Candidates 
Reese - Demonstration Test Now 
Shaw- Readinessissue 
Langley - Readiness issue 
USAF Academy - Cadet Mission 

Sheppard - Question Cost-Effectiveness 
Scott - Question Cost-Effectiveness 
Wright-Patterson - Question Cost-Effectiveness 
Lackland - S@cant issues 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD b 1 2 1 7 W  
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

'l.1- RPR 7995 
MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

SUBJECT: Response to Request for Air Force Analyses of Medical Joint Cross-Service Group 
Alternatives 

Attached is the Air Force response to your March 20, 1995 request for Air Force 
Analyses of Medical Joint Cross-Service Group Alternatives. 

Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 

3 Tabs 
1. AF/SG Formal Response to Commission 

Request 
2. Formal Response to MJCSG Alternatives 
3. Point Paper and Slides 



AFSG 

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

k!: 0 APR 19951 
MEMORANDUM FOR AF/RT 

FROM: HQ USAF/SG 

SUBJECT: Air Force Medical Joint Cross-Service Group (JCSG) Analyses (AF/RT # 276) 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission's Air Force Team Leader 
requested h t  the Air Force provide results of all analyses performed regarding the hospital 
realignment alternatives provided by the Medical Joint Cross Service Group. He also requested 
documentation of the overall feasibility, cost, quality, and access implications of the alternatives. 
and the specific reasons why the Air Force did not adopt the JCSG alternatives. 

We performed no in-depth analyses (cost, quality, access, etc.) on the JCSG for MTF's 
alternatives. As indicated in SAIFMI's memo to the Chairman of the Medical JCSG (atch l), 
thc methodology appeared reasonable and consistent with our internal process; however, it was 
quite premature to pursue these downsizing alternatives. Alternatives were based on crment base 
structure, not the proposed structure inclusive of the 1995 base realignment and closurc (BRAC) 
recommendations. We recommended rerunning the modcl with improvements and incorporating 
the 1995 B M C  recommendations to determine candidates which would then generate dialogue 
between Services and DoD an how best to meet the needs of our beneficiaries. 

In addition, we remain extremely concerned that MTF-specific inclusions as BRAC 
actions that downsize hospitals to clinics may unreasonably limit fkture flexibility. Flexibility is 
important if we are to implement our TRIG- initiatives and delivery of healthcare to all 
beneficiaries. Instead we strongly advocate our progressive efforts to rightsize and sculpt the 
future Air Force Medical Service based on our primary mission, readiness, TFUCARE, strategic 
resourcing, and best business practicesi The point paper and accompanying briefing slides at 
attachment 2 address these issues in greater detail. 

If you have any questions or concerns, pIwe don't hesitate to contact m y  point of contact 
for BRAC, Capt Davis, HQ USAF/SGMM, DSN 297-5550. 

Major General, USAF, MC 
Deputy Surgeon General 

2 Attachments 
1. SAFMTI Memo, 29 Dec 94 
2. Point Paper 
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POMT PAPER 

JOJNT CROSS SERVICE GROUP (JCSG) FOR MTF AND GME FOR BRAC 95 

PURPOSE 

- Provide information about bmic operations and recommendations from Medical JCSG to prepare Air F o m  
leadership for upcoming testimony with the BRAC commissioners 

- DcpSECDEF established JCSGs in five nrw with mcdical os ouc (IJPT, Labs, Depots, Econodc Impact) 

-- In responsc to '93 Commission's Rcport lhat DoD improve health care operations and cost effectiveness. ensure 
that accessible health care is available to remaining bcneflciarics at closure and r e ~ ~ c n t  sites, take an naive 
role in identifying medical facility consolidadoas or closutss, and continus pursuing fonnaliad s h b g  
agreements with VA and private sector harpltsls 

--- DoD devclopcd comprchcn.nuivc rnmugcd uirc prognun cdlcd TRlCARE 

Regioaai managed care program that brings together the health care delivery system6 of the military 
services, as well as CHAMPUS --- TIUCARE designed to improve beneficiary access, assure affordable and high quality care 

- Dewlop guicinacr for DOD component conduct of cross-service analyses and racoaunend additional cross- 
m i c e  clarurc or rcalignmcnt altemaiivn for eonaidcdon by Services 

- Enhance opportunities for wnsideration of cross-service tradeoffk and multi-Service use of rcmaining 
infrartructure 

- Primary tool used in developing medical dtcruatives for consideration by Services was DoD approved Fixed 
Tnleger Linear Pmgnunming Model 

- Model iacorporntcd chnracteristics based on chartcr to minimize excess capacity and maintain high quality 
facilities within the Military Health Services System 

-- Ensured MTFs located at sites with significant active duty and fsmily members remained open 

.- Used opcratiog bcds os groos primnry capacity measure nnd mnintDintd minimum number of wartime beds 
based on most recent defense guidancc 

--- Bed demaad generated on acute care and medical center requirements ruing beneticiary specific FY 94 ducct 
cars inpatient rates 

- Medical center b o b  aLlocatML in CONUS to eau and w a t  of Mi ssissippifiver based on requirements 
peneratad within those ueas 

- Binary coustraints also built illto model to h p  open a medial facility 

- Underserved primary care areas 

Capt I>avi~AF/SO~(202)7d7-5550/6 Apr 95 

---- InsufUclent acute care be& in the wmunl tv  
- Las than 2 accredited acute w e  medial facilities - When supporting 25,000 active duty and family members 

-- In ovwlapping catchment mas,  model flows patients to consolidnte inp~titnt cnrc 

- JCSG for medical provided a list ofrealignment and closure alternatives to SAFmIl5 Dec 94 

- 16 medical candidates for renlignment and closure: 6 Army, 2 Navy, and 8 Air Force 

- One Army alternative wns for complete closure (Fiasimons Army Mediul Center (AMC)) 

-- AFISG's reservations about results (see AFISC Memo, 16 Dec 94 and SAl;/MU Memo, 29 Dec 94 attached) 



-- AFISG's reservations &out results (see M B G  Memo, 16 Dsc 94 and SAFIMU Memo. 29 Doc 94 amcbrd) 

-- Rcmolurc - rcsulrs were burtd on current force sm~cturc, no BRAC 93 Services' input 

-- Some inconsistcndcslproblemr whb the model 

-- GME beds inappmpriately flowed from CONUS to OCONUS; patient flow across Pacific to Tripler 
eon1 Uie wemm US 

- Model consmints inappropriately applied to medical centas, did not recognize downsizing 
wnsiiicration to community hospltnl (bedded facility versus clinic) --- Grou rwulb b w d  on measunr; did not consider product-liucs, cost efftctiveness, aud our nunibel 
one mission - raadinesn, much au T i 1  Jepluyer ~d air trnrrsportoble hospital miuiolls 

--- Model ran before Servica'r barc clomurc and rcaliynmenl nominees could be hcorporatd or dropped 

-- Concern about writing medical realignment (downsizing) Into BRAC law reduces our flexibility to nghtsize 

--- Concern about negative impact to TRlCARE initiatives 

--- Of all Alr Force candidates. onc appcllrv viablc. olhcrs have impact ou rcnriincss, wing nllssiou, and cosrr 

--- Recst M'SF implemented two year test of ambulatory care center in 1994 --- Scott Medical Center downsized to community hospital altbough name did not change (political issue) 

-- AFISG prefers flexible "rlghtrizing initiatives" to sculpt future Air Force medical force versus placlag 
direction in BRAC law (ace aueched briefmg sslides and supporting justification) 

---- Small hospital working groups 
--- OB tyk force 

Swategic resourcing -- Ambulatory cue shift, joint st;Sfing srrsngements, and M N A  sharing -- AF Medical Servlce rightsizing task force will quantify future size of service 

RECOMMENDATION 

- Information to bc u d  by acaior Air Force lcadcrshlp's p r e p d o n  for upcoming BRAC hearings 

2 Attachments 
1. SAF/MII Mcmo, 29 Dec 94 with arch 
2. Briefing slides 
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AIR FORCE MEDICAL 
SIZING 

Brig Gen Michael K. Wyrick 
Director, Medical Programs and Resources 

Office of the Surgeon General 

7 February 1995 
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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ' 

+ Defense Guidance + '733 Study" + Federal Budget + Health Care Reform 
Reduction + Uniform Benefit + PBD Actions + OASD(HA) Letter to + Sizing the AFMS Senate (1 7 Aug 94) + Roles and Missions + OMNIBUS Legislation + BRAC + Leadership, Strategic 

Management, Business 
Case Analysis 

EJ + Objective Medical Group 
N I- a 
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METHOD 

Small F..ospital Working G r o ~ l ~ s  
- Air Force 

Comprehensive Market Analysis by Base (CONUS) 
- Demand for lapatient Services by PJ-oduct Line 
- Cost, Quality, ar~d Access of Con~lnunity Resources 
- Impact on Readiness Mission 

Evaluated MTFs Under 50 Beds in CONUS/Alaska 



IMPACT 
a 

Small Hospital Wo~king GI-oups 

- Air Force: 33 of54 CONUS MTFs Evaluated a ,  

Realign Hospi~i~ls to A~nl~uli~tor.y C~II-C C:cl~(e~-s  
* - Dune: McCoancll (6), lieese (4), McGuil-e (20) 
V) =n 
'a 

- Evaluating: Maxwell (30), Laugllliil(5), Columbus ( 5 ) ,  Patrick (I 5 )  

Modify irlg E~II~I-gency Iioo~n Services 

- Done: 1 8 Bases 

- Evaluating: Hill, F.E. Warren 
1 

+ 
i 

- OASD(HA): Evaluated 57 Small DoD Hospitals 
Recommended 1 5 Air Force MTFs for Further Study 

- McGuim*, Reeseik, Beale, Colun~bus, Davis-Monthan, Fairchild, 
71 
! 

Little Rack, McCJellan, Moody, Patrick, Robins, Seymour-Johnson, 
r" i: 
'Jl ;i Griffiss**, PJattsburgh**, Sawyer** 

7 
8 
0 * Rightsized **BRAC UI Sites w 
VI 

*i :!I 
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IMPACT 

OB Task Force 
- 40 OB Services Considered (CONUS/OS) 

- Obstetric and Nursery Service Closures 
Done: March, McClellan, Beale 

Waiting DoD Approval: Fairchild 
* Evaluating: B arksdale, Luke, Moody, Dyess, 

S heppard, Lajes, Laughlin, Hill 



METHOD 

Strategic Resourcing 
- Business Case Analysis 

Population Based, Demand Projection 

Make Vs Buy Decision by MTF by Product-Line 

Reshaping Future Medical Force 
- - 

- Focus Toward Managed Care 
- Shift to A~nbulatory Surgery 



IMPACT 

Strategic Resourcing 
- FY 95: 7% Reduction in Manpower 

Requirements 
- FY 96: Two Major Commands Requirements 

Below FY 95 Funded Authorizations 
Overall 3% Reduction 

. . . 
0 i 
&, ? !  

F . 1: 

0 . .i: 

: I  . 
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METHOD 

BRAC 
- Air Force 

MTFs at Afl'ected Bases Close 

Medical JCSG 
- Linear Model Developed 

Tri-Service Input 
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I 

, i 
t i *  AF Rightsizing Outside of BRAC Process 

) , .  L If Installation Closes, MTF Will Close 
. i 
i 
+ Not Necessary to Include Medical . : 

! 
. I  

Rightsizing Initiatives In BRAC Law 

I 

I 
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Wi lford Hall Medical Center 
- Bed Capacity of One Mainframe (BAMC) hadequate to 

Serve Combined Patient Population 
Total Combined Operating Beds Required - 897 

- WHMC - 530; BAMC - 367 

BAMC Bed Capacity i s  450 

- Added Responsibilities of TRICARE/Lead Agent 
- Single Air Force Point for Basic Military Training 

Approximately 35,000 Inductees Trained Annually 

- Flying ~mbulance Surgical Teams (FAST) 
- Mission Support to AFSOC 
- DoD STS for Transplants 
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SPECIAL ASST TO THE CHIEF O F  STAFF FOR REALIGNMENT & TRANSITION 
AF/RT 

TASKER/ROUTING SHEET 

I----------------------------------------- - - - - - - - - - - - _ - - _ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  --- --- 
SUBJECT: RFMGlJ Tc& 6 fi/V/tL-'fSC?J SUSPENSE : 7 P/p  
 DATE:^^ AF/RT CONTROL # :a 76 
................................................................. 

' ROUTING . ... 

GENERAL BLUME AF/RTR % I & c ' ~  L~/JOIS P# &?- 

ca>oftO 
LT COL TRIPP - 297 -cLc$AF/RTT 

~ 6 %  Dk.' z Q t 7 b 7 - G L o $  

ACTION REQUIRED 

INFORMATION AND/OR FI 
(2-.f APPROPRIATE ACTION/ a 

PREPARE FOR AI?/RT SIGNATURE/COORD 
RESPOND DIRECT WITH COPY TO AF/RT 
PREPARE COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
PREPARE POINT PAPER 
PROVIDE BRIEFING 

FOR ALL CONGRESSIONALS, PLEASE PROVIDE COPIES TO 
M A 3  D'EUFEMIA FOR HER SCAN FILE 
an4 m ~ 3 0  t2 SCj-&P))(LO 

RETURN THIS SHEET TO LT COL TRIPP 

REMARKS : 

on?/& Ps/+ a m / n e r f -  
cooRD WITH: (r C ~ P ~ W -  

COPIES TO: ET F,= 8 6 -  osoy  

~ r n + m ~ S S C ~  0 2 
REQUESTER: c in ;/h o B c / 2 t  

BE SURE TO INCLUDE THIS FORM WITH YOUR RESPONSE. CLEAR THE 
SUSPENSE WITH LT COL TRIPP, AF/RT, 38678, IF ANSWERED VERBALLY. 
CONTACT THIS OFFICE IF CHANGES ARE REQUIRED. 



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

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

March 20, 1995 

Major General Jay Blume 
Special Assistant for Base Realignment and Transition 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330-1 670 

I Dear General Blume: 

I request that the Air Force provide the results of all analyses performed regarding the 
hospital realignment alternatives provided to the Air Force by the Medical Joint Cross Service 
Group, as well as any other analyses performed by the Air Force of potential hospital closures or 
realignments. 

Included should be documentation of the overall feasibility, cost, quality, and access 
implications of the alternatives, and the specific reasons why the Air Force did not adopt the 
JCSG alternatives. This information should specifically address, though not be limited to, the 
analysis referred to on attachment 1, page 4 of the 13 December BCEG meeting minutes (copy 
enclosed). The Commission needs this information not later than April 7, 1995 in order to 
complete its analysis of the Joint Cross Service Group alternatives. 

Thank you for your assistance and cooperation in this matter. 

V Francis A. Cirillo Jr., PE 
Air Force Team Leader 
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DEPARTMENT O F  THE A I R  FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 20330- 1000 

9 JAN 1395 

FROM: SAF/hUI 

SUBJECT: Minutes of Air Force Base Closure Executive Group (AFDCEG) Meeting 

  he .G/BCEG meeting was convened by hlr Boamght. SAF/ME, at 1030 hours on 
13 December 1994, in Room 501027. the Pentagon. The following penonnel we= in 

- attendance: 

a. AF/BCEG members: 

Mr. Boaright SAF/MIf, Co-Chairman 
hfaj Gen Blume, M E T ,  Co-Chairman 
Mr. Beach, SAFFM 
hk.  McCall, SAF/MlQ 
Maj Gen McGinty, AF/DPP 
Mr. On, AF/LGM 
hlr. D u n n c ,  SAF/.i\QX 
Mr. Kuhn, SAF/GCK 
Brig Gen Weaver, NGB/CF 
Brig Gen Bradley, AF/RE 

b. Other key attendees: 

Col hlayfield, AF/RTR 
Col Waiters, AFPE 
Col Pezse, AFKOOA 
Col Renton, SAF/hlll 
Lt Col Black, AFmTR 
Lt Col k i n g ,  NGB 
Mr. Reinenson. AF/CEP 
hlaj Richardson, 
CMSgt Dumez, AF/SGM 

The meeting was called to order by hfr. Boamght. He discus~ed the problems associated 
with meeting the J a n u q  3, 1995, deadline imposed by OSD for preliminav cw&dr:es for 
closurr or =alignment. 

CMSpt Dumcz, AFiSG1, presented the alcmanves de~cloped by the Medicrl JCSG, 
using the slides at Atch I .  Then: was great concern that h e  altema:iies r e =  deifelop;d 
prematurely, since any decisions should reflecr the BRAC 95 basing changes. In addidon, the 

CLOSE HOLD - BCEG/BCEG STAFF OSLY 



I SERVICE GROUP 
FOR MTFs AND 

GME 

MEDICAL JCSG 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
1 1mSm 

MEDICAL JCSG 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP 
GOAL - REDUCE MEDICAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
METHODOLOGY 
RESULTS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

Page 1 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

f k Bare ~los .ue ~xecutive ~ r o , ~ ~ ,  

MEDICAL JCSG 

GROUP MEMBERSHIP 
CHAIRMAN - Dr (Adm) Edward Martin, 
OASD(HA) 
SERVICES REPRESENTATIVES 
PA&E 
JCS/J-4 (MEDIC&) 
COMPTROLLER 
DASD/ECONOMIC REINVEST & BRAC 
DoDIG 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 3 lM* 

GOAL 
Determine XDoD medical 
i?frastructure for inpatient 
capaciq exceeds requirement ---- 

Provide candidates for realignment 
or closure 

Page 2 



BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

-( Base ~losnr-~ 
Y I MEDICAL JCSG 

METHODOLOGY 
'Categorized MTFs 

Medical Centers 
Communiv Hospitals 
C h i c s  

Functional Value 
Patient Population 
Civilian Medical Resources 
MTF Physical Plant 
ContingenqFactors 
Civilian Cost Comparison 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD I 1Ylsw 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 

Base Closure EX- Y 

MEDICAL JCSG 

METHODOLOGY Continued 
Data Collected, Validated by SG, 
and Checked by Service Audit 
Agencies and DoD IG 
Linear Progrzmrning hlodel Used 

Reduce excessive capaciry 
Maintain average functional value 
system-wide 
Maintain expanded beds tomeet 
Service wanizne and DoD 
peacetime requirements 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD e I Y I S ~  
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MEDICAL JCSG 

RESULTS 
Based on Current Force Size 

Excess capaciry (operating beds) identified 
16 medical candidates for realignment or 
closure 

6 Army 
2 Navy 
8 AF 

2 Medical Centers 
6 Hospitals 
No Complete Closures 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 7 ~answ 

BCEG CLOSE IiOLD 

AF Candidates 
Reese - Demonstration Test h'ouT 
Shaw- Readinessissue 

. Langley - Readiness issue 
USAF Academy - Cadet Mission 

Sheppard - Question Cost-Effectiveness 
Scott - Question Cost-Effectiveness 
Wright-Patterson - Question Cost-EKectiveness 
Lackland - Significant issues 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD a rm*r 
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Concerns 
Write medical realignment into law? 
Real savings under BRAC? 
Impact to mission, morale? 
Flaws in the model 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 0 1znm 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
- 

Base Closure Ex 

MEDICAL JCSG 

Recommendation 
Support any site ifAF closure candidate 
Support Reese as a continued demonstration site 
Defer 8U others un'd after Sentices closure inputs 
analyzed 

BCEG CLOSE HOLD 
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- -  DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

February 16, 1995 p w  f&f.h9tbtbLs z~u~J~SBF 

Major General Jay Blume 
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for Base Realignment and Transition 
Headquarters USAF 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20330- 1670 

Dear General Blume: 

The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission will soon commence the 
independent review and analysis of the Department of Defense recommendations to close or 
realign military installations in the United States. As Air Force Team Leader, I am asked to 
present an analysis of the Air Force portion of the DoD recommendations to the Commission. 
To do this, I will need copies of the enclosed list of documents and any additional documents 
you believe would be of value. 

I will need these documents as soon as possible after March 1, 1995, and since this is an 
extensive list, it would be helpful if you would provide the documents incrementally as they 
become available. 

As a prelude to beginning our analysis. it would also be helpful if your analysts could 
brief our team on the process the Air Force followed in reaching its recommendations. We 
suggest the briefing be scheduled at the Pentagon on February 2 n d  at 3:30 P,II or. as zr, 
alternative, February 24th at 3:00 PM. but stand ready to accommodate to your bus) schedule. 
We do not plan a long Q&A session during this briefing. 

If your staff has any questions about this request. they should contacl Lt Col Merrill 
Beyer (USAF) or Rick DiCamillo of the Commission staff. 

I look forward to working with you in the weeks ahead 

I Air Force Team Leader 

Enclosure 



BASE CLOSURE EXECUTIVE GROUP (BCEG) WORKING GROUP INFORMATION 
REOUEST 

1. Copies of minutes, memos, and charts developed for all decision briefings. 

2. Copies of minutes andlor memos (including classified) of all BCEG meetings, plus one copy 
of the classified documents sanitized for public use. 

3. Docun~entation for all closurelrealignn~ent alternatives to include COBRA runs , scenario 
descriptions, assun~ptions used, etc. 

4. Copies of data call/responses, including documentation for any changes, in hard cop]. 
(certified) and on 3.5" disk (i.e., all Base Questionnaires and updated Capacity Analyses). 

5. Any special studies done by anyone for the BCEG, to include results. 

6. Internal Control Plan. 

7. All internal Air Force guidance memos. 

8. All COBRA runs accomplished for Joint Cross-Service Study Group scenarios 

9. COBRA Screen 4 for all Installations 

10. Air Force Real Property Inventory Annual HAF 71 15 Report formatted to provide 
MAJCOM/BaselBldg NumberIFacility Name/ Category Codelsquare Feet. 

1 1. Summaries of manpower data, by installation, used in all realignment and closure 
alternatives. 

- I -. 7 Breakout of Depot !\/Iainrenance capabilities jcapacir).. faciiir!. t!-pe. equipmenT. unique 

capabilities (specia! equipment. tools. facilities)] 

! 3 .  Cop!, of the FY 96 PE Force Display B!. Installation though FY 97;3 

i 4. Lisr of installations impacted b>. en\rironnlental compliance issues, such as air qualit! 
nonattainment. water contamination. etc.. and the environmental data associated with those 
issues. 

15. Current listing of AF "Joint Use" airfields 

16. FY 94 actuals and FY 95 estimates for environmental compliance costs, Depot Maintenance 
Industrial Fund, and Airlift Service Industrial Fund, for each installation. 

17. Airfield maps (C- 1 Tabs) for all bases on the recommended closure/realignment list and for 
all "Group 3" bases. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON DC 

AFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330- 1670 

Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Air Force Analysis Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

- 1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr Cirillo 

The attached documents were requested by you in your February 16, 1995 letter 

(Ref #950216-4). They consist of various Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) minutes, 

papers developed for the BCEG, COBRA runs, internal Air Force guidance memos, manpower 

data summaries, force structure data, civil engineering data, and numerous other data. I certify 

that it is all true and correct to the best of my knowledge. 

Sincerely 

/JM. BLUME, JR, Major General, USAF 
/ Special Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 

Atch 
AF Team Requested Data 



BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION 
DATA DROP 

28 FEB 95 

ITEM # DESCRIPTION # COPIES STATUS 

1 Minutes through 1 Dec 94 2 J complete 

2 Capacity Analysis (Classified) 1 Complete 

3 Cobra Runs 2 J complete 

4 Questionnaires, Capacity Anal (Unclas) 2 J Complete 

5 Studies (Misc. Binder) 2 Complete 

6 Internal Control Plan (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

7 Internal AF Guidance Memos (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

8 Joint Cobra Runs 2 J  Complete 

9 Cobra Screen 4 2 J' Complete 

10 Real Property Records 1 .  J Complete 

11 Manpower Data Summary (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

12 Depot Maintenance Capacity 2 * J complete 

13 FiY96 PB Force Display (Classified Binder) 1 Complete 

14 Environ. Compl. Issues (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

15 Joint Use Airfields (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

16 Environ. Compl. Costs (Misc Binder) 2 Complete 

17 Airfield Maps (C-1 Tabs) 1 J Complete 

Still Working 

Computer Version of Questionnaire, Remaining Minutes (1Dec 94 to Pressent) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

1 5 MAY 1995 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis k Cirillo. Jr.) 

1 FROM: HQ USAFIRT 

SUBJECT: B m k s  AFB Cantonment COBRA Taskexs Update (RT Taskers 378 & 481) 

We are still in the process of responding to your taskers of Apil 20. 1995 (950420-2) and 
May 3.1995 (950504-3). The MAJCOM certified package is expected to ani& in RT on 16 May. It 
will need to be fully coordinated within the Air Force. We will be unable to meet our May 15.1995 
suspense. Both the Air Force and Community COBRAS on a Brooks AFB cantonment will be 
provided NLT May 19, 1995. 

Assistant to the Chief of staff 
and Transition 

I Maj Mike Wallace, 695-6766. is my point of contact Please call if you have any questions. 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR DBCRC (Mr. Cirillo) 

SUBJECT: BRAC Commission Staff Questions 

Attached please find questions forwarded to my staff from Mr Frank Cantwell referencing 
Onizuka AS and W a n d  APB. If M e r  assistance is required my POC is Lt Col Sid Black, 
AFIRTR, DSN 225-6766. 

. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF 
Assistant to Chief of Staff 

for Realignment and Transition 



Questions from Mr Frank Cantwell 

1. How did the AF handle the manpower moving from Onizuka to Kirtland in the COBRA runs ? 

ans: The manpower relocating to Kirtland from Onizuka was not considered as a part of a BRAC 
action. The action it is tied to was the AFMC initiative to consolidate all Air Force RDT&E experimenters, 
satellite builders, launch vehicle managers and satellite controllers in one location. This location was 
planned for Kirtland. 

2. What is the Air Force plan now? 

ans: Presently the Air Force is exploring civilianizing this workforce to move to Kirtland. It is also 
considering the diversion of the unit to Los Angeles AFB and Vandenberg AFB. No final decision has been 
made at this time. 

3. What is the AF' plan for the militarylcivilian at Kirtland? 

ans: The AF plan for the militarylcivilian mix at Kirtland will be consistent with the 
recommendation to realign Kirtland AFB as submitted by the Secretary of Defense in his BRAC report. 
This entails retention of a minimum number of military personnel, consistent with the removal of the active 
duty support infrastructure. The resultant realigned Kirtland AFB civilianlmilitary mixture is still in the 
process of being refined as part of the site survey process. The culmination of this process is a briefing by 
HQ AFMC to the Base Closure Executive Group for approval. The remaining activities are planned to be 
capable of operating with minimal military support. 





DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON. VA 22209 
703-696-0504 

E d  rs! 

February 13, 1995 

Headquarters USAFIRT 
1670 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington D.C. 20330-1670 

Dear General Blume: 

To enhance the background knowledge of the Air Force Team members on the current Air 
Force infrastructure, we request Base Fact Sheets on individual major installations located within 
the U.S. be forwarded to the commission at your earliest convenience. These fact sheets are a 
standard product prepared by the Air Force's Bases and Units Division of the Directorate of 
Operations and are used by Air Force leaders and congressional representatives for information 
purposes. The fact sheets contain only current information pertaining to the bases, i.e., location, 
major units assigned, manpower authorizations, congressionally announced changes, and the most 
current MILCON programs as appf-oved or submitted to Congress. The information will not be 
used as certified data in the analysis of the DOD closure and realignment recommendations to be 
submitted on March 1, 1995. 

Thank you for your support in this request. 

Sincerely, ,-- ,, 
i 

/ , J  

, ,' L 

+Lr !- >> 
Francis A. Cinllo, 3r. - 
Air Force Team Leader 

FAC : sma 
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United States General Accounting Oflice 

GAO I 
Testimony 

t 
Before the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

For Release on Delivery 
Expected at 
8:00 am., EDT 
Monday, 

MILITARY BASE 
April 17, 1995 CLOSURES 

Analysis of DOD's Process 
and Recommendations for 

Statement of Henry L. Hinton, Jr., Assistant Comptroller 
General, National Security and International Affairs Division 



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Commission: 

We are pleased to be here today to discuss our report entitled 

Militarv Bases: Analvsis of DOD's 1995 Process and 

Recommendations for Closure and Realianment (GAO/NSIAD-95-133, 

Apr. 14, 1995). The Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act of 

1990 (P.L. 101-510, as amended) established the current process 

for DOD base closure and realignment actions within the United 

States. Our report responds to the act's requirement that GAO 

provide to the Congress and the Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission an analysis of the Secretary of Defense's 

recommendations for bases for closure and realignment and the 

selection process used. 

On February 28, 1995, the Secretary of Defense recommended 

closures, realignments, and other actions affecting 146 domestic 

military installations. Of that number, 33 were described as 

closures of major installations, and 26 as major realignments; an 

additional 27 were changes to prior base closing round decisions. 

The Secretary projects that the recommendations, when fully 

implemented, will yield $1.8 billion in annual recurring savings. 

RESULTS IN BRIEF 

Although the Department of Defense (DOD) has in recent years 

undergone substantial downsizing in funding, personnel, and force 



structure, commensurate infrastructure reductions have not been 

achieved. Despite some progress in reducing excess 

infrastructure, it is generally recognized that much excess 

capacity likely will remain after the 1995 BRAC round. This view 

is supported by the military components' and cross-service 

groups' analyses, which showed far greater excess capacity than 

will be eliminated by the Secretary's recommendations. 

Currently, DOD projects that its fiscal year 1996 budget 

represents, in real terms, a 39-percent reduction below its 

fiscal year 1985 peak of recent times. By w a y  of comparison, its 

1995 BRAC recommendations combined with previous major domestic 

base closures since 1988 would total a reduction of 21-percent. 

DOD1s 1995 BRAC process was generally sound and well documented 

and should result in substantial savings. However, the 

recommendations and selection process were not without problems, 

and in some cases, there are questions about the reasonableness 

of specific recommendations. At the same time, we also noted 

that improvements were made to the process from prior rounds, 

including more precise categorization of bases and activities; 

this resulted in more accurate comparisons between like 

facilities and functions and better analytical capabilities. 

We raise a number of issues that we believe warrant the 

Commission's attention in considering DOD's recommendations. Key 

among those issues are the following: 



-- DOD's attempt at reducing excess capacity in common support 

functions facilitated some important results. However, 

agreements for consolidating similar work done by two or more 

of the services were limited, and opportunities to achieve 

additional reductions in excess capacity and infrastructure 

were missed. In particular, this was the case at depot 

maintenance activities, test and evaluation, and laboratory 

facilities. 

-- ~lthough the services have improved their processes with each 

succeeding BRAC round, some process problems continued to be 

identified. In particular, the Air Force's process remained 

largely subjective and not well documented; also, it was 

influenced by preliminary estimates of base closure costs that 

changed when more focused analyses were made. For these and 

other reasons, GAO questions a number of the Air Force's 

recommendations. To less extent, some of the services' 

decisions affecting specific closures and realignments also 

raise questions. For example, the Secretary of the Navy's 

decision to exclude certain facilities from closure for 

economic impact reasons suggests that the economic impact 

criterion was not consistently applied. 

Now, permit me to briefly expand my comments in a few of these 

areas. 



BRAC'Savinas Are Emected to Be Substantial. 
but Estimates Are Preliminary 

We estimate that the 20-year net present value of savings from 

DOD's recommendations will be $17.3 billion, with annual 

recurring savings of almost $1.8 billion. These estimates are 

not based on budget quality data, however, and are subject to 

some fluctuations and uncertainties inherent in the process. 

Nevertheless, we believe the savings will still be substantial. 

At the same time, it should be noted that environmental 

restoration was not a factor in the DOD base closure decision- 

making process; and such restoration can represent a significant 

cost following a base closure. 

DOD and its components improved their cost and savings estimates 

for BRAC 1995 recommendations. In developing cost estimates, 

they took steps to develop more current and reliable sources of 

information and placed greater reliance, where practicable, on 

standardized data. Some components sought to minimize the costs 

of base closures by avoiding unnecessary military construction. 

For example, the Navy proposed a number of changes to prior BRAC 

decisions that will further reduce infrastructure and avoid some 

previously planned closure costs. 

We identified a number of instances where projected savings from 

base closures and realignments may fluctuate or be uncertain for 

a variety of reasons. They include uncertainties over future 



locations of activities that must move from installations being 

closed or realigned and errors in standard cost factors used in 

the services' analyses. We completed a number of sensitivity 

tests to assess the potential impact of these factors on 

projected costs and savings and found that they had a rather 

limited impact. 

It should be noted that shortly after the Secretary of Defense 

announced his list of proposed closures and realignments, most 

DOD components began undertaking more rigorous assessments of the 

expected costs of implementing the recommendations and developing 

budget quality data for doing so. Such efforts are currently 

underway primarily in the Army and Air Force, and to less extent 

in the Navy. We suggest that the Commission obtain updated cost 

and savings data, to the extent it is available, and include it 

in summary form in its report for the recommendations it forwards 

to the President for his consideration. 

Service Recommendations Will Reduce 
Infrastructure, but With Little Gain 
in Cross-Servicins 

The BRAC 1995 process reduced some infrastructure in common 

support areas such as hospithls and pilot training facilities. 

However, the lack of progress in consolidating similar work done 

by two or more of the services limited the extent of 

infrastructure reductions that could have been achieved. 



DOD tried to strengthen the 1995 BRAC process by establishing 

cross-service groups to provide the services with proposals for 

consolidating similar work in the areas of depot maintenance, 

laboratories, test and evaluation facilities, undergraduate pilot 

training, and medical treatment facilities. However, in the 

laboratories and test and evaluation areas, the cross-service 

groups were narrowly focused, and their initial proposals 

represented minor work load shifts that offered little or no 

opportunity for a complete base closure or cost-effective 

realignment. While the depot maintenance group identified excess 

capacity of 40.1 million direct labor hours, the services' 

recommendations would eliminate only half that amount. DOD 

received the services' recommendations too late in the process 

for meaningful give-and-take discussions to achieve greater 

consolidations. More time for such interactions and stronger DOD 

leadership will be required should there be future BRAC rounds. 

DOD Comwonents' Processes Were Sound. 
With Some Exceptions 

While we found the components' processes for making their 

recommendations were generally sound and well supported, we do 

have some concerns, particularly related to the Air Force. 

Specifically, key aspects of the Air Force's process remained 

largely subjective and not well documented. Documentation of the 

Air Force's process was too limited for us to fully substantiate 

the extent of Air Force deliberations and analyses. However, we 

determined that initial analytical phases of the Air Force's 

6 



process were significantly influenced by preliminary estimates of 

base closure costs. And some bases were removed from initial 

consideration based on these estimates. Also, in some instances, 

closure costs appeared to materially affect how the bases were 

valued. For example, Rome Laboratory, in Rome, New York, was 

ranked high for retention purposes largely because of projected 

high closure costs. When the Air Force later looked at the 

laboratory at the suggestion of a cross-service group, it found 

that the closing costs were much lower. Consequently, the Air 

Force recommended closure of the laboratory. Without the cross- 

service group's suggestion, the Air Force might have missed this 

opportunity to reduce excess capacity and produce savings. The 

more numerous recommendations on Guard and Reserve activities 

were developed outside its process for grouping or tiering bases 

for retention purposes and were based largely on cost- 

effectiveness. 

Regarding the Navy, the Secretary of the Navy's actions excluded 

four activities in California from consideration for closure 

because of concerns over the loss of civilian positions. For the 

activities in California, he based his decision on the cumulative 

statewide economic impact. .The cumulative job losses in 

California, in absolute terms, are greater than total job losses 

in other states. However, the individual impact of each of the 

four California activities is less than the impacts estimated for 

other activities in other states recommended for closure. For 



example, the closure of the Naval Weapons Assessment Division 

(NWAD) Corona, California, would have meant a total loss of 3,055 

jobs, but the closure of Naval Air Station (NAS) Meridian, 

Mississippi, will result in an estimated loss of 3,324 jobs. 

However, OSD did not take exception to this apparent 

inconsistency. 

Regarding the Army, it did not fully adhere to its regular 

process in assessing military value when recommending minor and 

leased facilities for closure. In selecting 15 minor sites for 

closure, the Army based its decision on the judgment of its major 

commands that the sites were excess and of low military value. 

In considering leased facilities, the Army relied on its 

stationing strategy and its guidance to reduce leases but did not 

assess the facilities separately as it did for other 

installations. The decisions were arrived at through some 

departure from the process used, for installations. 

Some Service Recommendations Raise Issues 
That Should Be Considered bv the BRAC Commission 

We generally agree with the Secretary's recommendations. 

However, we have unresolved questions about a number of Air Force 

recommendations and to much less extent the other components' 

recommendations. The following are some examples. 

Even though the Air Force recognized that it had excess capacity 



at its five maintenance depots and was considering closing two, 

it opted late in the process to realign the work load rather than 

close any depots. However, the Air Force based its decision on 

preliminary data from incomplete internal studies on the 

potential for consolidating and realigning work load and reducing 

personnel levels at the depots. Some of these studies were 

completed after DOD's BRAC report was published and do not fully 

support the BRAC-recommended consolidations. These recommended 

consolidations appear to expand the work load at some depots that 

are in the process of downsizing. Thus, the Air Force's 

recommendation may not be cost-effective and does not solve the 

problem of excess depot capacity. 

The ~ i r  Force also proposed the realignment of Kirtland Air Force 

Base, Ne-w Mexico, because it rated low relative to the other five 

bases in the same category. Again, closure costs appeared to 

heavily influence this base's rating. However, for the military 

value criterion pertaining to mission requirements, the most 

important to the lab subcategory of bases, Kirtland rated among 

the highest of the six bases. Kirtland's realignment would 

reduce the Air Force's operational overhead, including support 

previously provided to the Department of Energy (DOE) and its 

Sandia National Laboratory located on Kirtland. However, the Air 

Force's savings could mean an increase in base operational 

support costs borne by DOE. We believe, and have recommended in 

the past, that DOD should consider the impact of significant 



government-wide costs in making its recommendations. 

The Army's proposed realignment of the Letterkenny Army Depot has 

generated some concerns not only about the completeness of 

closure cost data but also regarding the extent to which the 

current BRAC recommendation represents a change from a 1993 BRAC 

decision. BRAC 1993 produced a decision to consolidate all 

tactical missile maintenance at one location--Letterkenny. The 

Army's 1995 BRAC recommendation would split up some of the work 

by transferring the missile guidance system work load to 

Tobyhanna Army Depot while preserving the tactical missile 

disassembly and storage at Letterkenny. Maintenance on the 

associated ground support equipment, such as trucks and trailers, 

would be done at Anniston Army Depot. There are differences of 

opinion concerning the impact that separating these functions 

would have on the concept of consolidated maintenance. 

Future BRAC Leaislation Mav Be Needed 
to Reduce Remainina Excess Activities 

According to DOD, its major domestic bases will be reduced by 21 

percent after implementation of all BRAC recommendations from the 

current and prior rounds; however, DOD fell short of meeting the 

goal it established for BRAC 1995. To bring DOD's base 

infrastructure in line with the reductions in force structure, 

DOD's goal for the 1995 round was to reduce the overall DOD plant 

replacement value by at least 15 percent--an amount at least 

equal to the three previous base closure rounds. However, DOD1s 



1995 recommended list of base closures and realignments is 

projected to reduce the infrastructure by only 7 percent. 

The Secretary of Defense recently stated that excess 

infrastructure will remain after BRAC 1995, and he suggested the 

need for additional BRAC rounds in 3 to 4 years, after DOD has 

absorbed the effects of recommended closures and realignments. 

However, the current authority for the BRAC Commission expires 

with the 1995 round. Should the Congress seek further 

reductions, some process will be needed. The current BRAC 

process, while not without certain weaknesses, has proven to be 

effective in reducing defense infrastructure. Also, without new 

BRAC legislation, there is no process to approve modifications of 

BRAC decisions if implementation problems arise. BRAC 

Commissions in 1991 and 1993 ruled on changes to prior BRAC round 

decisions, and we see nothing to indicate that changes may not 

occur in the future. 

Now let me conclude by discussing our report's specific 

recommendations. 

~ecommendations to the Secretarv of Defense 

Should there be future BRAC rounds, we recommend that the 



Secretary of Defense 

-- begin the cross-service process 1 year before the services' 

BRAC process and, for each common support function studied, 

incorporate specific capacity reduction goals in OSD's 

initial BRAC guidance, and 

-- prior to any BRAC round, identify and make the policy 

decisions necessary in each area to merge service functions 

that would result in further reductions in infrastructure. 

Recommendation to the Secretarv of the Air Force 

Should Congress mandate future BRAC rounds, we recommend that the 

Secretary of the Air Force fully document all analyses and 

decisions, including cost data. 

Recommendations to the Commission 

We recommend that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 

take the following actions: 

-- Consider obtaining updated cost and savings data, to the 

extent it is available from the services, and include this 

data in summary form in its report for the recommendations 

it forwards to the President for his consideration. 



-- Require more complete plans for eliminating excess capacity 

and infrastructure before approving the Air Force's 

recommendations to realign its depot facilities. 

-- Because the services did not completely analyze the set of 

alternatives developed by the chairpersons of the 

cross-service group for test and evaluation, the BRAC 

Commission may wish to have the services complete detailed 

analyses, including cost analyses, for its consideration. 

-- Closely examine expected cost savings and operational 

impacts asiociated with the Kirtland AFB realignment. 

Additionally, we recommend that the Commission have DOD 

identify those closures and realignments that have costs and 

savings implications affecting other federal agencies. 

-- Assess the Army's approach to selecting lease facilities for 

termination and minor sites for closure regarding whether 

variances we have identified represent a substantial 

deviation from the selection criteria. 

-- Ensure that the Army's ammunition depot recommendations are 

based upon accurate and consistent information and that 

corrected data would not materially affect military value 

assessments and final recommendations. 



-- Assess the proposed realignment of Letterkenny Army Depot in 

view of the Army's recommendation to change a prior BRAC 

decision to consolidate tactical missile maintenance at a 

single location. 

-- Ensure that the Army has met all permit requirements related 

to the closure of Fort McClellan, Alabama. 

-- Explore the need for a DOD component or some other 

government agency to obtain the wind tunnel facility at the 

Naval Surface Warfare Center, White Oak, Maryland, from the 

Navy. 

-- Thoroughly examine the basis for exclusions to the cost and 

savings data associated with closure and realignment 

scenarios such as the Naval Surface Warfare Centers in 

Louisville, Kentucky; Indianapolis, Indiana; and Lakehurst, 

New Jersey. 

-- Examine, from an equity standpoint, the Navy's exclusion of 

activities from closure and realignment consideration due to 

concerns over job losses. 

-- Finally, consider requiring that DOD report to the 

Commission on the comparative cost-effectiveness of options 

it is considering regarding privatization-in-place or the 



transfer of workload to other depots, versus the current 

cost of performing operations at the Aerospace Guidance and 

Metrology Center at Newark Air Force Base, Ohio (a 1993 BRAC 

recommendation). 

Mr.Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. We will be 

happy to respond to any questions. 
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SUBJECT: 1995 Base Rea l ignments  and C l o s u r e s  

Reducing t h e  Depar tment ' s  unneeded i n f r a s t r u c ; u r e  t h r o u g h  
base c l o s u r e s  and r e a l i g n m e n t s  i s  a t o p  Defense  p r i o r i t y .  W e  
have-made good p r o g r e s s  s o  f a r , , b u t t h e r e  are more r e d u c t i o n s  w e  
c a n  a n d  must accompl ish .  T h e  1995 round  o f - b a s e  r e a l i g n m e n t s  a n d  
c l o s u r e s  (BMC 35) i s  t h e  l a s t  round o f  c l o s u r e s  a u t h o r i z e d  u n a e r  
P u b l i c  Law 101-510. Hence, o u r  e f f o r t s  t o  b a l a n c e  t h e  DoD b a s e  
a n d  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e s ,  and  p r e s e r v e  r e a d i n e s s  t h r o u g h  t h e  
e l i m i n a t i o n  of u n n e c e s s a r y  i n f r z i s t r u c t u r e ,  are c r i t i c z l .  
Consequent ly ,  w e  must b e g i n  t h e  BRAC 9 5  p r o c e s s  now. 

i look  t o  you, i n d i v i d u a l l y  and  c o l l e c t i v e l y ,  t o  reconmend - Z z r t h e r  i n f r e s t r u c t u r e  r e d u c t i o n s  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  t h e  D e f e n s e  
G-icznce zcd DoDfs p l z n n e d  f o r c e  r e d u c t i o n s -  The Defense 
Gciaznce 6:ZA.C 95 g o a l  o f  a n  over211  15_%,,.reductibn?in.pla_nt. '. 
r - e n l a c e m e n c . v a l u e ~  - .  s h o u l d  be c o n s i d e r e d  2 minimum DoD-wide c ~ o z l .  

S i g n i f i c a n t  r e d u c t i o n s  i n  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  and  o v e r h e a d  c o s t s  
c a n  o n l y  be a c h i e v e d  e f te r  c a r e f u l  s t u d i e s  a d d r e s s  n o t  o n l y  
s t z u c t u r z l  changes  t o  t h e  b a s e  s t r u c t u r e ,  b u t  e l s o  o p e r a t i o n s 1  
aad o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  changes ,  w i t h  a  s t r o n g  emphzs i s  on c r o s s -  
service u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  common s u p p o r t  assets.  

The a t t a c h e d  g u i d a n c e  e s t a b l i s h e s  p o l i c y ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  
a u t h o r i t i e s  and  r e s p o ~ s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  s e l e c t i n g  bases f o r  
r e a l i g n m e n t  o r  c l o s u r e  u n a e r  P u b l i c  Law 101-510, as amended by 
P u b l i c  Law 102-190 and  P u S l i c  Law 103-160. T h i s  g u i d a n c e  
s u p e r s e d e s  Deputy S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  memorands o f  May 5, 1992,  
a n d  a 1 1  o t h e r  O f f i c e  o f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  g u i d a n c e  i s s u e d  
r e g a r d i n g  mzking recommendations f o r  t h e  1993 round  o f  b a s e  
r e a l i g n m e n t s  and  c l o s u r e s .  n 



199.5 Iiosc I:caligrzrncr~ts orid Closi~res (L'li-IC 95) 
I'oIicj,, I'roccdures, A ir t lioriii~,s a ~ i d  Rcsporisibiiificz 

Part A, Title XXIX of Pcblic Law 101-510, 2s amended by 
Public Law 102-190 and Public Law 103-160, establishes the 
exclusive procedures under which the Secretary of Defense may 
pursue realignment or closure of military installations inside 
the United States, with certain exceptions. The law established 
independent Defense Base Closure and Realignrnenc Cornmissions to 
review the Secretary of Defense's recommendations In calendar 
years 1991, 1993 and 1995. 

The guidznce herein establishes the policy, procedures, 
authorities and responsibilities for selecting bases for 
realignment or closure for submission to the 1995 Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 Commission). 

This guidance supersedes Deputy Secretzry of Defense 
memoranda of May.5, 1992, and all other Office of the Secretary 

. -0F~efense Guidance for the 1993 round of closures. 

Goals 

DoD Components must reduce their base structure capacity 
commensurate with approved roles and missions, planed force 
drawdowns and progran~ed workload reductions over the FYDP. For 
BRAC 95, the goal is to further reduce the overall DoD donestic 
base structure by a minimum of 15 percent of DoD-h-ide 2lal.Z 
replacement value. Preserving readiness throuch the elir.Ln.ztion 
of unnecessary infrastructure is cri~lcel to our n~ticxzl 
security. 

It is DoD ~olicy to make maximum use of common support 
assets. DoD Components should, throughout the BRAC 95 analysis 
process, look for cross-service or intra-service opportunities to 

---'-.-.--share assets and look for opportunities to rely on 2 single 
' Military Department for support. 

This guidance applies to those base realipment and closure 
recommendations which must, by law, be submitted to the 1995 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission (the 1995 
Commission) for review. This guidance also aplies to 
recommendations which are forwarded to the 1935 Commission for 
review, though not required to be forwarded under the law. 



'L 752s  ~ 2 i c ; n c e  do?; n  t ~ p l y  :c i n ~ l t : x e - , i i ~ i c  E?C.ZCI.CZ - - -  
c l o s c r e r  a n d  r e s l i c ~ m e n t s  z e s u l i l n p  f r c a  :he recc:~enc~: icr .s  of  
t h e  1991 and  i993 D e f e n s e  S a s e  C l o s u r e  2nd R e a l i ~ n r n e n C  ah 
Commissions.  

P u b l i c  Law 101-510,  Numer i ca l  Thresholcis  

P u b l i c  Law 101-510 s t i p u l a t e s  t h a t  no a c t i o n  be t a k e n  t o  
c l o s e  o r  r e a l i q n  a n  i n s t a l l a t i o n  t h a t  e x c e e d s  t h e  c i v i l i a n  
p e r s o n n e l  n u m e r i c a l  t h r e s h o l d s  s e t  f o r t h  i n  t h e  law,  u n t i l  t h o s e  
a c t i o n s  h a v e  o b t a i n e d  f i n a l  a p p r o v a l  p u r s u a n t  t o  t h e  l a w .  The 
n u a e r i c a l  t h r e s h o l d s  e s t z b l i s h e d  i n  t h e  law r e q u i r e  i t s  
a p p l i c s t i o n  f o r  t h e  c l o s u r e  sf i n s t a l l a t i o n s  w i t h  zt l e a s t  300  
a u t h o r i z e d  c i v i l i a n  p e r s o n n e l .  F o r  r e a l i g n m e n t s ,  t h e  law a p p l i e s  
t o  a c t i o n s  z t  i n s t a l l a t i o n s  w i t h  a t  l e a s c  300 ~ u t h o r i z e d  c i v i l i a n  
p e r s o n n e l  which r e d u c e  a n 6  r e l o c a t e  1000 c i v i l i a n s  o r  5 0 %  o r  more 
of  t h e  c i v i l i a n s  a u t h o r i z e d .  

D o D  C o m p o n e n t s  must u s e  a common d z t e  to d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  
P u b l i c  Law 101-510 n u m e r i c a l  t h r e s h o l d s  w i l l  be m e t .  F o r  
BRAC 95, t h e  common d a t e  will be September  30 ,  1 9 9 4 .  
N o n a p p r o p r i a t e d  fund employees  a r e  n o t  d i r e c t  h i r e ,  permznen: 
c i v i l i a n  e m p l o y e e s  of t h e  Depar tment  o f  D e f e n s e ,  a s  d e f i n e d  b y  
P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a n d  t h e r e f o r e  s h o u l d  n o t  be c o n s i d e r e d  i n  
d e t e r m i n i n g  w h e t h e r  t h e  n u m e r i c a l  t h r e s h o l d s  o f  t h e  l a w  w i l l  be 

rn m e t .  

. - ' u j l i c  i z u  2.01-5i0, as zizexcec, l o s s  n o t  ~:;1y Z z  rcric:s . . - -- 
, , A L L ~ ~ :  

0 
. . - Zx2lenent r e z l i s n x e n t s  er c l c s ~ r e s  c 5 e r  2xzl:c ;ah- 

100-526, r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  recommenda:ions 05 t h e  1965  D e f e n s e  
S e c x e i a r y ' s  Commission on  B a s e  R e z l i g n n e n t  2nd C l o s u r e  (;he l D & E  
Commission) ; 

o  S*dy o r  i~lenent r e a l i c n n c n ; ~  'or  clos.;res t o  xhich 
S e c t i o n  2 6 6 7  of T i t l e  1 0 ,  U n i t e d  S t a t e s  Code, is no: applic~ble; 

o Reduce f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e .  R e d u c t i o n s  i n  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  
may be made u n d e r  t h i s  e x c e p t i o n  even  i f  t h e  u n i t s  i n v o l v e d  w e r e  
d e s i g n a t e d  t o  r e l o c a t e  t o  a r e c e i v i n g  b a s e  b y  t h e  1988,  1991 ,  o r  
1 9 9 3  Corrmission; c r  

o Impac t  a n y  f a c i l i t i e s  u s e d  p r i m e r i l y  f o r  c i v i l  w o r t s ,  
r i v e r s  a n d  h a r b o r  p r o j e c t s ,  f l o o d  cor.:rol, o r  o c h e r  p r o j e c t s  n o i  
u n d e r  t h e  p r i m a r y  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o r  c c n t r o l  o i t h e  Depzr t rneni  o f  
D e f e n s e .  



Activities in Leased Snace 

DoD Component activities located in leased spzice are subject 
to Public Law 101-510, as amended. Additions1 guidance on how to 
apply this requirement will be issued by the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Acquisition and Technology. 

Policy G~ridunce 

Basis for Recorrmendztions 

Base realignment, closure or consolidation studies that 
could result in a recommendation to the 1995 Commission of a base 
closure or realignment must meet the following requirements: 

o The studies must have as their basis the Force 
Structure Plan required by Section 2903 of public Law 101-510; 

o The studies must be based on the-final criteria .for 
selecting bases for closure and realignment required by Section 
2903; and 

o The studies must be based on analyses of the base 
structure by like categories of bases using: objective measures 

1I1, for the selection criteria, where possible; the force structure 
plan; programmed workload over the FYDP; and military judgement 
in selecting bases for closure and realiqnment. 

o The studies must consider all militzry insEallations 
inside the United States (as defined in the lzw) cn an equal 
footing, including bases recornmended for par521 closure, 
realignment, or designated to receive units cr functions by the 
1988, 1991 or 1993 Commissions. 

Cross-Service O~~ortcnities 

DoD Components and B a C  95 Joint Cross-Service Groups 
should, where operationally and cost effective, strive to: retain 
in only one Service militarily unique capabilities used by two or 
more Services; consolidate workload across the Services to reduce 
capacity; and assign operational units from more thzn one service 
to a single base. 

Chances to Previous Recommendations 

DoD components may propose changes to previously approved 
designated receiving base recommendations of the 1988, 1991 2nd 
1993 Commissions provided such changes are necessitzted by 

A revisions to force structure, mission or oroaniz~tion, or 
significant revisions to cost effectiveness t h z t  hsve occurred 



A aiilce . r e l e v e n t  coz~issicr. : e c c x e ; c t i i ~ ;  K Z S  mace. 
Cocumentztion for such changes  ncst involvs c l e a r  military value 
or significant savings, and be based on the final criteria, the 
force structure plan and the policy cuiaance for the BiiAC 95 
process. 

The BRAC 95 process must enhznce opportunities for 
consideration of cross-service traceoffs 2nd multi-service use of 
the remaining infrastructure. Since ERAC 9 5  is the last round of 
closures authorized under Public Law 101-510, these efforts are 
critical to balencing the DoD base and force structures and to 
preserving resdiness through the elimi.nztion of unnecessary 
infrastructure. Sharing authority among the Military 
Departments, Defense Agencies and the office of the Secretary of 
Defense is essential to sound decision making and taking 
advantage of avai.lable cross-service asset shzring opportunities. 
The authorities of the DoD Compon,entp'and the joint groups 
established by this policy guidance follow 2nd are depicted in 
Appendix A. 

BF3-C 95 Review G r o u ~  

rn The Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition and 
Technolo~y (US>(A&T)) will chair a senior level i3-C 95 Review 
Group to oversee the entire BRAC 55  process. The members of the 
5FS.C 95 Review Group will be: E sesior levsl ze2resentztive frox 
cackA X i l L y a r y  Desartment; the c h z i - ~ e r s c n  cf =he 5--C 35 Steerixc 
Gro:;; zke chzir?czson ( s )  of ezck S?L..-C: $5 ZzFn t  Cross-Ser~~ice 

& 

- .  - - C-c-p; cfzicr represent~tives fzcz zks ,c:n: S t e r z ,  DOC 
Comptroller (COY2) ,  Prosram Ena1ysis and Ev~luation (?A&E;), 
Reserve Affairs (a) , General Counsel (GC) , Snvironrnentzl 
Security and the Defense Locistics Aaency (DLR); and such other 
members ES the USD (A&T) considers ~??roprizzc,. The B m C  95 
Zeview Group zuthorities include, bzt are not limited to: 
reviewing BRAC 95 analysis policies and procedures; reviewing 
excess capacity analyses; estzblishing closure or realignment 
alternatives and numerical excess capacity reduction tergets for 
consideration by the DoD Components; reviewing BRAC 95 work 
products of the DoD Components and EXAC 95 Joint Cross-Service 
Groups; and making recommendations to the Secretary of Defense, 
including cross-service tradeoff recommendations and 
recommend~tions on submission of below-threshold actions to the 
1995 Comissicn. 



The P-ssis~ant Secretary of Defense for Sconomic Security 
(ASD(ES)) will chzir a B M C  95 Steering Groc? of study team 
leaders from: the Military Depzrtments; DLA; each Joint Cross- 
Service Group; representatives from the Joint Stzff, COIJIP, P.96E, 
RA, GC and Environmental Security; and such other members 2s the 
ASD(ES) considers appropriate. The purpose of the B-UC 95 
Steering Groug is to assist the BRAC 95 Review Group in 
exercising its authorities and to review DoD Component 
supplementary EM-C 5.5 guidance. 

BIiAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Grouzs 

BRF.C 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups are chereby=establishedIn 
six zre5.s with significant potential-for cross-seQvice impacts In 
BRAC 95. 

The purpose of the five functional area joint cross-service 
groups is: to determine the cckunon support functi0.n~ and bases to 
be addressed by each cross-service -group; to esteblish- tXe" 
guidelines, standards, assumptions, measures of meri't, data 
elements and milestone schedules for DoD Component conduct of 
cross-service analyses of common support functions; to oversee 
DoD Component cross-service analyses- of these common support 

-, functions; to identify necessary outsourcing policies and make 
recoinmendations regarding those-policies; to review excess 
capacity anzlyses; to develop closure or realignment alternatives 
znd numericzl excess capzcity rednctlon tercets for consideration 
in szch zca-ses; 2nd to znzlyze cross-service traaeoffs. 

r? - - .  ine =ur::se - - cr =ne economic im3act joint cross-service croz? 
is: to esrablish the cuiaeTines for measurinc economic impact 
and, if practicable, cumulative economic im?act; to analyze DoD 
Com2onent recomiendations under those guidelines; and to aevelo2 
a for ~~alyzing alternative closures or realiqnnents 
necessitated Sy ccnulative economic imsact conslderztions, if 
necessary. 

BRAC 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups shall complete the 
analytical design tasks above and issue guidance to the DoD 
Components, after review by the BXAC 95 Review Group, no later 
than March 31, 1994. The csi-xrBRAC:.95.~.Joint [Cross-Servicey:Groupp 
->re :: 

o - - D e ~ o t  - P:z-ntenance-:. The group will be chaired by the 
Deputy Under ~ecrefar~ ~efense for Logistics (DUSD(L)) with 
members from each Hilitzry Department, the Joint Staff and DM, - - 2nd ocher crrices zs considered apsroprizte by the DUSD(L). The 

dm4 D>.SD (Ei?hS?,2.C) and the Deputy Assist~nt Secret~ry of Defense for 
Production Resources will zlso serve as me~>ers. 

ab 



rllllr 0 Test and ~ v z l u a t i o n :  The sroc? will be j o i n t l y  c h z i r e d  
b y  Che Director, Test  2nd Evaluat ion ( D l  artd t h e  D l reszor ,  
Operational Test  and Evaluat ion ( D , O T & E )  vith members f r o =  each 

.--6e-' Mil i t a ry  Department, Defense Fiesearch and ~ n g i r l e e r i n g  (DR62) , 2nd 
other  o f f i c e s  a s  cons idered  appropr ia t e  b y  the  c h a i r p e r s o n s -  The 
DASD(ERCBRAC) w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a  member. 

o  Labora tor ies :  The group w i l l  be chaired by t h e  
Direc tor ,  Defense Research and Engineering ( D l  DR&E) with m e d e r s  

/ f ron  each M i l i t a r y  Department, T&E, OTCZ and o ther  o f f i c e s  a s  
considered a p p r o p r i a t e  by t h e  D,DR&E. The DASD(ER&SRAC) v i l l  
a l s o  s e r v e  as  a member. 

o  M i l i t a r y  Treatment F a c i l i t i e s  including Graduate 
Medical Education: The group w i l l  be chaired by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  
Secre tary  of Defense f o r  Heal th A f f a i r s  (hSD (FA) ) with members 
from each M i l i t a r y  Department and o t h e r  o f f i c e s  a s  cons ide red  
appropr ia te  by ASD(HA) . The DASD(ER&B=C) w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a  
member. 

o Undergraduate p i l o t  Tra in ing:  The.group w i l l  be  
chai red  by t h e  A s s i s t a n t  Sec re ta ry  'of' Defense f o r  Personnel  and 
Readiness (JLSD (P&R) ) with members from each M i l i t a r y  Department 
and o t h e r s  a s  cons ide red  appropr ia t e  by the  ASD(P&R). The 
DASD (ER&BRAC) w i l l  a l s o  s e r v e  a s  a member. 

m4 0 Zconomic Impact: The group w i l l  be chaired by Deputy 
Ass i s t an t  Sec re ta ry  of  Defense f o r  Economic Reinvestment and EI=C 
(DASD(EEI&BRAC)) w i t h  menibers from each Mil i ta ry  Depzrtment, t h e  
Off ice of Economic Adjustment (OZA) and other  o f f i c e s  2s 
c o ~ s i d e r e d  a?propr lz t e  by t h e  DASD (ZX&S%%C) . 
DoD Com~onents 

The S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  M i l i t a r y  Departments, t h e  D i r e c t o r s  
of  t h e  Defense Agencies, and t h e  Heads of o ther  DoD Components 
s h a l l  (without d e l e g a t i o n )  submit t h e i r  recomrr~ena~tions f o r  b z s e  
realignments o r  c l o s u r e s  under P u b l i c  Law 101-510,  as amended, tc 
t h e  Sec re ta ry  o f  Defense. Recommendations and suppor t ing  
documentation s h a l l  be d e l i v e r e d  t o  t h e  Ass is tan t  S e c r e t a r y  o f  
Defense f o r  Economic S e c u r i t y  f o r  appropr ia te  process ing  end 
forwarding t o  t h e  S e c r e t z r y  of Defense. 

Hezids of DoD Components w i l l  designate  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  
serve on t h e  j o i n t  groups as  descr ibed  above. 



The j o i n t  g roups  and DoD Com?onents, i n  p u r s u i n g  t h e i r  BRkC 
9 5  work, s h o u l d  c o o r d i n a t e  w i t h  each  o t h e r  a n d  s h o u l d  t a k e  i n t o  
accoun t  o t h e r  a n a l y s e s  o r  s t u d i e s  e x t e r n a l  t o  t h e  BRAC p r o c e s s  
which may impzcc t h e i r  d e l i b e r a t i o n s .  For  example, t h e  T e s t  a n d  
E v a l u a t i o n  j o i n t  q roup  s h o u l d  c o n s i d e r  i n p u t  from t h e  T e s t  a n d  
E v a l u a t i o n  E x e c u t i v e  Agent Board o f  D i r e c t o r s .  

USD (AGTI -- A d d i t i o n a l  G u i d a n c e  

The Under S e c r e t a r y  of Defense  f o r  A c q u i s i t i o n  a n d  
T e c h n o l o ~ y  (USD(A6T)) may i s s u e  s u c h  i n s t r u c t i o n s  a s  may be 
n e c e s s a r y :  t o  implement t h e s e  p o l i c i e s ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  a u t h o r i t i e s  
and r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ;  t o  e n s u r e  t i m e l y  submiss ion  of work 
p r o d u c t s  t o  t h e  BRAC 9 5  Review Group and J o i n t  C r o s s - S e r v i c e  
Groups, t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e  a n d  t h e  1 9 9 5  Commission; znd ,  t o  
e n s u r e  c o n s i s t e n c y  i n  a p p l i c a t i o n  o f  s e l e c t i o n  criteria, 
methodology and r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense ,  t h e  1 9 9 5  

. Commission a n d  t h e  Congress .  T h e  a u t h o r i t y  and d u t y  of t h e  
. s e c r e t a r y . o f  Defense  t o  i s s u e  r e g u l a t i o n s  under  ~ i t l e  X X I X  of 

P u b l i c  Lzw 101-510, a s  amended, i s  h e r e b y  d e l e g a t e d  t o  t h e  
USD (ALT) . The USD (ALT) s h o u l d  e x e r c i s e  t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  i n  
c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  o t h e r  DoD o f f i c i a l s  a s  a ~ p r o p r i a t e .  

S e l e c t i o n  Criteria 

CI I ~ P  5XZ-C 55 Review Grou?, c h a i r e d  by t h e  OSC(ACT), will make 
2 ~ e c o _ ~ ~ e . n d a t - i o n  - < ~ ~ - ~ h e ~ e c r e t a r y : ~ ; o f ~  . .. . ..- .._... l-..__ _ .  .. . - . Def e n s e ~ o n r w h e t h q r , ~ n ~  
. a ~ _ @ - e . m ~ ;  :to :t he  --s e 1 e c i i  ... I _ on .; , c ~ s ~ ~ u i * ~ - a ~ ~ a n ~  
*n~ary$i~,-$99ji~ If t h e  recommendation i s  % amend - t h e  
c r i t e r i a ,  t h e  recommendation w i l l  i n c l u d e  t h e  p roposed  amendment. 

I f  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e  a p p r o v e s  amending t h e  c r i t e r i e ,  
USD(il&T) w i l l  p u b l i s h  t h e  p r o p o s e d  amendment i n  t h e  F e d e r a l  
R e g i s t e r  by F e b r u a r y  15, 1994,  f o r  a 30 day p u b l i c  comment 
p e r i o d .  The BRAC 95 Review Group w i l l  r ev iew t h e  p u b l i c  comments 
r e c e i v e d ,  inco,rporate a p p r o p r i a t e  comments and make a 
recommendation t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  on t h e  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a  
no  l a t e r  t h a n  March 31, 1994 .  

Force  S t r u c t u r e  P l a n  

The Chairmen of t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  o f  S t a f f ,  i n  c o o r d i n z t i o n  
w i t h  t h e  Under S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e  f o r  P o l i c y  (USD(P)) ,  t h e  
Under S e c r e i a r y  of  Defense  f o r  A c q u i s i t i o n  2nd Technology 
(USD ( A L T )  ) , t h e  A s s i s c a n t  S e c r e t z r y  of  Defense f o r  R e s e r v e  

Generz l  Col?nsel, DoD C o m C r o l l e r ,  D i r e c c c r  P r o g r ~ n  



;.nzlysis a n d  Z v a l u z : i ~ n ,  and such other o f f i c i z l s  2 s  n iZY 5s 
z p ? r o ? r i z t e ,  sh2ll d e v e l o p  t h e  f o r c e  s t r z c t u r e  plan i n  .2cccrcznce 
w i t h  P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  anenaed,  2nd s u b m i t  i t  t o  t h e  
S e c r e t a r y  of Defense  f o r  a p p r o v a l .  Pending i s s u a n c e  of  t h e  f i n a l  
f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  by t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense,  DoD Cornponen~s 
s h a l l  u s e  an i n t e r i m  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  p l a n  t o  b e  deve loped  and  
i s s u e d  i n  accordance  w i t h  t h e  above c o o r d i n a t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s  by 
t h e  Chairman of  t h e  J o i n t  C h i e f s  of  S t a f f .  meri.ntiecim~f o-Z 
t r u  c t u  r e ~ g u  i da nc  e x  ha 1 .fZZbPe2~:&s4s~e,~UL~~51~~-e_r3~thha~~ zdanu zryz3 1~ a,- .y,,.. ;..- 

&9-43 A d d i t i o n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  g u i d a n c e  s h e l l  b e  i s s u e d  a s  
soon a s  p r a c t i c a b l e  a f t e r  t h e  FY96-FY01 Program Review is 
comple ted  i n  t h e  Summer o f  1 9 9 4 .  Theo~final;;.foree-~4str.~U~Ct_u_re.tp~l.an~~ 
s h a l l  be i s s u e d  a s  soon a s  p o s s i b l e  a f t e r  f i n a l  f o r c e  d e c i s i o n s  
a r e  made d u r i n g  t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  F Y 9 6  budge t ,  b u t  no l a t e r  
than&$g6e@e-r~1~5~:9,9B3 The i n t e r i m  and  f i n a l  f o r c e  s t r u c t u r e  
p l a n s  must i n c l u d e  g u i d a n c e  on o v e r s e a s  dep loyed  f o r c e s .  

P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  amended, r e q u i r e s  t h a t  commiss loners  
be nominated by t h e  P r e s i d e n t  no  l + t e r  t h a n  January  3, 1 9 9 5 ,  o r  
t h e  1995 b a s e  c l o s u r e  p r o c e s s  w i l l  be t e r m i n a t e d .  The C o u n s e l o r  
t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  D e f e n s e  and Deputy S e c r e t a r y  of  Defense  w i l l  
c o o r d i n a t e  a l l  m a t t e r s  r e l a t i n g  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y ' s  
recommendations t o  t h e  P r e s i d e n t  f o r  appo in tments  t o  t h e  1995  
Commission. A l l  i n q u i r e s  from i n d i v i d u a l s  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  s e r v i n g  
on t h e  Commission s h o u l d  be r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  Counselor .  

Commission S u m o r t  

The Under S e c r e t z r y  cf Defense  f o r  Eccf~icltion znd 
n - P." - - . .  
--L.-nolopy ( 2  ; , zssisted 54. t h e  D i r e c t o r  or $-c.n:n~strzZi-r: 
zxd Kanaaement (9 A )  , w i l l  p r o v i j e  t ne  Deserzii;encf s s-cazorc t 2  
*. ~ n e  1925 Corrs iss ion .  

The USD(A&T) s h a l l  b e  t h e  prirnzry p o i n t  o f  c o n t z c t  f o r  the 
Department  of  Defense  w i t h  t h e  1995 Corimission and t h e  G e n e r a l  
Accoun t ing  O f f i c e  (GAO). Each DoD com?onent s h a l l  d e s i g n a t e  t o  
USD(A&T) one o r  more points o f  contact w i t h  t h e  1.995 C o m l s s i o n  
and  the  GAO. The USil(A&T) s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  p r o c e d u r e s  f o r  
i n t e r a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  1995  Comnission a n d  t h e  GAO. 

I n t e r n a l  C o n t r o l s  

The Do9 I n s p e c t o r  G e n e r z l  s h a l l  be a v a i l a b l e  t o  z s s i s t  t h e  
DoD Components i n  d e v e l o p i n g ,  implement ing  2nd e v a l u a c i n q  
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l e n s .  



USDAA6T) -is currently analyzing .depota.maintc- >nance .3 
0-utsourcing- consiaerations~and is_ ass-gssi~g.-publ.ic_and p-riv.ate2 
isdustrial-:base capabilities 2 m g p s l & s y ,  deci~itjns,~resulting~l 
~r~m~~this~reVie-G~s~ould-be-~~romulgated;%:if ~-practicable'::25fiD 
4arch'irl.;.a994:, in order to maximize possible efficiencies In 
maintenance depot infrastructure. 

Procedures 

Record Kee~ina 

DoD Components and joint groups empo~ered by this memorandum 
to participate in the BW-C 95 analysis process shzll, from the 
date of receipt of this memorandum, develop and keep: 

o Descriptions of how base realignment and closure 
policies, analyses and recommendations were made, including 
minutes of all deliberative meetings; 

o All policy, data, information and ~nalyses considered 
in making base realignment and closure recommendations; 

o Descriptions of how DoD Component recommendations met 
the final selection criteria and were based on the final fozce 
structure plan; and 

o Documentation for eech reconmendtcio~ to the Secrettry 
of Defense to reali~n or close a military instzllation under the 
lzk-. 

Internal Controls 

DoD Components and joint groups empowered by this memoranduz 
to participate in the BRAC 95 analysis process musc develop end 
implement an internal control plan for bese realignment, closure 
or consolidation studies to ensure the zccurzcy of data 
collection and analyses. 

At a minimum, these internal control plzns should include: 

o Uniform guidance defining data requirements and 
sources; 

o Systems for verifying the zccurecy of d ~ c a  at all 
levels of command; 



o Procedures  t o  check t h e  a c c u r a c y  of  t h e  a n a l y s e s  nzde 
from t h e  d a t z ;  znd 

o  FA a s s e s s m e n t  by  a u d i t o r s  o f  t h e  adequacy o f  e ~ c h  
i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n .  

D a i a  Certification 

P u b l i c  Law 101-510, a s  amended, r e q u i r e s  s p e c i f i e d  DoD 
p e r s o n n e l  t o  c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  best of t h e i r  knowledge and b e l i e f  
t h a t  i n f o r m a t i o n  p r o v i d e d  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense o r  t h e  1995 
Commission c o n c e r n i n g  t h e  c l o s u r e  o r  r e a l i g n m e n t  of  a  m i l i ~ a r y  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  i s  a c c u r a t e  and  comple te .  

DoD components s h a l l  e s t a b l i s h  p r o c e d u r e s  and d e s i g n a t e  
a p p r o p r i a t e  p e r s o n n e l  t o  c e r t i f y  t h a t  d a t a  and i n f o r m a t i o n  
c o l l e c t e d  f o r  u s e  i n  Bi3.K 9 5  a n a l y s e s  a r e  a c c u r a t e  and  c o m p l e t e  
t o  t h e  b e s t  of t h a t  p e r s o n ' s  knowledqe and be l i e f : .  DoD 
Componentsf c e r t i f i c s t i o n  p r o c e d u r e s - s h o u l d  be i n c o r p o r a t e d  w i t h  
t h e  r e q u i r e d  i n t e r n a l  c o n t r o l  p l a n .  Both  a r e  s u b j e c t  t o  a u d i t  by 
t h e  Genera l  Accoun t ing  O f f i c e .  

Finally, S e c r e t a r i e s  of  t h e  X i l i t a r y  D e p a r t ~ e n t s ,  D i r e c t o r s  
A o f  Defense  Agencies ,  a n d  h e a d s  o f  o t h e r  DoD Components must 

: c e r t i f y  t o  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  Defense  t h a t  d2ta and informatio,n.  
u s e d  i n  making B M C  9 5  r e c o m e n c ~ t i o n s  t o  t h e  S e c z e t z r y  Ere 
e c c u r 2 t e  and comple te  t c  the D P C T  cf t h e i r  knoh-ledge end k e l l e f .  

Criteria =Measures / F ~ c : t o r s ? -  

DoD Components a n d  B M C  55 Joke Cross -Serv ice  Gzoups must  
d e v e l o p  one o r  more m e a s u r e s / f a c t o r s  f o r  z ~ p l y i n g  e z c h  o f  t h e  
f i n a l  c r i t e r i z  t o  b z s e  s t r u c t u r e  a n a l y s e s .  While o b j e c t i v e  
m e z s u r e s / f t c t o r s  are desirable, c h e y  w i l l  n o t  ~ l w a y s  be p o s s L b l e  - - t o  d e v e l o z .  M e a s u r e s / f a c t o r s  may z l s o  v a r y  for c i z r e r e n t  
c a t e g o r i e s  of bzses. Do3 Com?onents and 3X.C 9 5  JoFnc Cross-  
S e r v i c e  groups  must document t h e  m e a s u r e s / f a c t o r s  u s e d  f o r  e ~ c h  
of t h e  f i n a l  c r i t e r i a .  

One 02 t h e  f i rs t  steps i n  e v a l u a t i n g  t h e  b a s e  s t r u c t u r e  f o r  
p o t e n t i a l  c l o s u r e s  o r  r e a l i g n m e n t s  must i n v o l v e  c r o u p i n g  
i n s t z l l a t i o c s  ~ i t h  l i k e  m i s s i o n s ,  c a p & i l i t i e s ,  o r  a t t r i b u t e s  
i n t o  c a t e g o r i e s ,  a n d  when a p p r o p r i a t e ,  s u b c a t e g o r i e s .  
C a t e q o r i z i n g  b a s e s  i s  t h e  n e c e s s a r y  l i n k  between t h e  f o r c e s  
d e s c r i b e d  in t h e  F o r c e  S t r u c t u r e  P l a n ,  p r ~ c r z m e d  k-orkloac,  a n d  
t h e  b a s e  structure. D e t e r m i n i n g  c ~ i e c o r i e s  of  S e s e s  is a Do3 



'L 
i l 

Corn~oner,t zrld "" 5.cs.C 95  Joint Cross-Ser;rice G r o u ?  res?onsibillty. 
DoD Conpcnencs and EF3.C 95 Joint Cross-Service Groups should 
avoid over-cz~ecorization in order to nexirnize o:~portunities for 

11, 
cross-service or intra-service tradeoffs. 

Reserve Com~onent Innact s 

Considerable overall DoD savings can be re~lized through 
ma:-:hizing the use of Reserve component enclaves 2nd through 
joint use of facilities by the Reserve components. However, 
these overall DoD savings may not be identified during the BRAC 
95 process. Consequently, DoD Components should look for 
opportunities to consolidate or relocate Reserve components onto 
active bases to be retained in the bzse structure and onto 
closing or realigning bases. 

DoD Components must complete Reserve com2onent recruiting 
demographic studies required by DoD Directive 1 2 2 5 - 7  to ensure 
that the impact on the Reserve components of speclific closures 
and realignments are considered. . . - 
Cost of Base Realianment Actions (COBRQ) Cost Model 

POD-Components:-,must.use the-.COB--cost model to calculate ,*- 

.~he.~coits, savings and =turn on investmen' of .pioposed c l o ~ u r e i - ~  
~and'~reelignm&nt's*3 The is executive ~gezi for COBRA end 
mode 1 ,i-mprovement s - are_-underway,, - - - a 

7 c 2  Csx2cnez:s ':st doc~nenz t h e  recel?,  cf v ~ l i c  reqcests . - 
- = f - z y  - 7 - , - .  --q --r-lbc, ,-,TI cai~r;,xzi:ies ez?ressin~ .z ?reference for the clos~re 
of z zilltzry installzzion undez Seczion 2924 of Public Law 1 0 1 -  
510. 9011 components will also document the ste?s taken to give 
these requests special consideretion. Such documentation is - - .  suSjecz to review by the Generzl Accounzln$ Orz:ce, the 
Co~~~ission and the Congress. 

Release of Information 

Data and analyses used by the DoD Components to eveluate 
military installations for closure 2nd realignment will not be 
released until the Secretary's recommendations heve been 
forwarded to the 1995 Commission on March 1, 1995, unless 
specifically required by law. The 1995 Cosnission is required to 
hold public hezrincs on the recormendztions. 

The General Accounting Office (G?.O), however, has a speci~l 
role in assisring the Ccmission in its review 2nd  enzlysis of 
the Secretzry's recc~iendations  rid must also preszre 2 report 
derailing the De2zrtment of Defense's selection 2rocess. As 



such, the GRO will be prsvided, upon recpesr, wi;h 2s nuch 
informztion as possible vithout compronisinc ;he deliberative 
Drocess. The DoD Components must keep records of all data 
provided to the GAO. 

Dissemination of Guidance 

DoD Components shall disseminate this puidance and 
subsequent policy memoranda as widely as possible throuchout 
their organizations. The BRAC 95 Steering Grou? will review DoD 
Component supplementary guidance. 

Timelines 

The timelines described in this memorandum are depicted at 
Appendix B. 
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

3 0 1  0 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON. DC 20301 -301 0 

ACC)UISITION AND 
TECHNOLOGY 

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES O F  THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF m E  JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
COMPTROUER 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AM) ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES O F  DEFENSE 
G E ? E R A L  COUNSEL 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION 
ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3IRsCTCP, OF FJXLNISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS O F  THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

- \  

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- P o l i c y  
Memorandum One 

Backaround 

Deputy Secre tary  of Defense memorandum of January  7, 1994,  
( a t t a c h e d )  e s t a b l i s h e d  p o l i c y ,  procedures ,  a u t h o r i t i e s ,  and 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . f o r  s e l e c t i n g  b a s e s  f o r  real ignment  o r  c l o s u r e  
under  P u b l i c  Law (P.L.) 101-510, as amended, f o r  t h e  1995 base  
c l o s u r e  process (BRkC 95) . T h i s  mern6Fandm is the first i n  z 
series of Under Secretary of  Defense f o r  Acqu i s i t ion  and 
Technolo- (USD(A&T)) p o l i c y  memoranda implementing the Deputy 
S e c r e t z r y ' s  E?AC 95 quidance. 

A ~ ~ l i c a t i o n  of P.L. 101-510 Thresholds 

This  g u i d l i n e  a m p l i f i e s  the DepSecDef January 7, 1994, 
p o l i c y  guidance on P.L. 101-510 numerical thresholds, 

I n  determining whether  the Act,!.s numerical closure or 
rea l ignment  thresholds'.- are- - m e t ,  .' independent  a c t i o n s  t h a t  resul t  
i n  c l o s u r e s  o r  rea l ignments  shall'be considered separately. I n  
other words, independent a c t i o n s  a f f e c t i n g - a n  i n d i v i d u a l  
i n s t a l l a t i o n  need n o t  b e  aggrega ted  t o  apply t h e  numerical 
t h r e s h o l d s  of t h e  A c t .  However, c l o s u r e  o r  rea l ignment  a c t i o n s  
s h a l l  n o t  be broken i n t o  s m a l l e r  increments  f o r  t h e  purpose of 
a v o i d i n g  a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  A c t .  Sub jec t  t o  the foregoing ,  
independent  c l o s u r e  o r  r ea l ignment  a c t i o n s  t h a t  do n o t  exceed the  
numer ica l  th resho lds  set f o r t h  i n  t h e  A c t  may proceed o u t s i d e  the 
e s t a b l i s h e d  BRAC 95 process .  ~ u e s t i o n s  r ega rd ing  whether o r  n o t  
proposed a c t i o n s  are independent should  be referred t o  DoD 
Components1 General Counsel- 



Conversely, as the DoD Components review their base 
structure or conduct functional-studies with base closure or 
realignment impacts, a determination must be made as to whether a 
comprehensive review or study impacting more than one 
installation should be considered a single action under P.L. 101- 
510. To be considered a single action, the review or study must: 

(1) Resul t  in the closure or realignment of at least one 
installation which would trigger the numerical 
thresholds of P.L. 101-510; and . 

(2) Involve inextricably linked elements, in that failure 
to proceed with any one element of the action would 
require reevaluation of the entire action. 

An early step in BRAC 95 evaluations is determining whether 
a category/subcategory has potential excess capacity for the end 
state force levels contained in the Force Structure Plan. Should 
no excess capacity be found in a category/subcategory, there is 
no need to continue analyzing that portion of the base structure, 
unless there is a military value or other reason to continue the 

(L, a n a l y s i s  (such a s  a cross-category opportunity to look at 
installations with similar capabilities, but in different 
categories). Bases in such categori~es/subcategories shall remain 
subject to j c i n t  cross-service review and remain available as 
potentizl receivers of ~issions or functions. 

Conversely, if a DoD Component recommenes a base for closure 
o r  realignment, the supporting analysis must have considered all 
bases within that category/subcategory, as w e l l  as cross-category 
opportunities. If, in applying the rcilita-ry value criteria, you 
find bases *&zit are militarily/geographically unique or mission- 
essential (such t h a t  no other base.could substitute for them) you 
may justify that fact and exclude these bases from further 
analysis. Bases so excluded shall remain subject to joint cross- 
service review and remain a v a i l a b l e  as'potential receivers of 
missions or functions. 

R e t u r n  on Tnves2ment (ROT) 

Return on investment must be calculated, considered and 
reported with DoD Components1 justifications for each recommended 
installation closure or realignment package. All costs and 
savings attributable over time to a closure or realignment 
package, subject to the below guidance, should be calculated, 
Including costs or savings at receiving locations- Costs or 
savings elements that are identified, but determined to be 
insignificant, need not be calculated. However, DoD Component 
records should indicate that determination. 



The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model 
calculates return on investment. DepSecDcfls January 7, 1994, 
policy memorandum requires the DoD Components to use the most 
current COBRA version, in order to ensure consistency in 
methodology, ~lthough themodel does not produce budget quality 
data, it Uses standard cost factors and algori,thms to estimate 
costs and savings over time which permit a consistent comparison 
of bases in a functional or installation category. 

We recognize that DoD Component planning and accounting 
mechanisms are sufficiently different to warrant some 
Department/Agency specific standard cost factors in the COBRA 
model. DoD Component documentation must justify the use of such 
cost factors, particularly when performing cross-service 
analysis. . 

Specific i n s t n i d t i o n s  follow for the calculation of discount 
and inflation rates, health care costs, Homeowners Assistance 
Program, and savings for input to the COBRA model. 

o Discount and Inflation Rates OMB Circular A-94 
specifies the discount and inflation rates to be used in ROI 
calculations. 

e 0 
Health Care Costs 

oo CHAMPUS Costs Ba~e.~losures and realignments can 
?EVE en impact on CiiAMPUS costs DoD-wide. These net cost impects 
nust be include2 in analysis of closures or realignments 
FnvclvFng Military Treatment Facilities, 

o Homeowners ~ssistance Prosram (HkP'L The Secretary of 
the Army will provide each DoD Component with a list of 
installations that have a reasonable probability of having a EAZZ 
program approved, should the installations be selected for 
closure or realignment. HAP costs will be included for each of 
the installations so identified by the Secretary of the Army. 

o and Value - Givenrexisting,:-law -and practice regarding 
the dispos$l of real- property, especially public benefit and 
economic development transfers, proceeds Prom the sale of land 
and facilities generally may not be realized. In cases where 
some proceeds can be expected, DoD Components must estimate the 
amount to be received for such real property. Estimated land and 
facility proceeds will generally be based on the anticipated 
reuse of the land and facilities, assuming appropriate zoning. 
Also, where an installation has unique contamination problems, a 
portion of the installation may have to be segregated from 

IClllr, disposal so that community reuse may proceed on the balance. 
Estimated proceeds should be adjusted: for any such parceling, 
including discounting proceeds when sale of contaminated property 
is possible only after the cleanup remedy has been installed and 



A approved; for reduced prices where property is likely to be sold 
for restricted uses; or, when significant public benefit or 

m 
economic development transfers are anticipated. 

o Force Structure ~ a v i n s s  The savings associated with 
force structure drawdowns shall not be included in the return on 
investment calculations. While declining force structure, as 
depicted in the required Force Structure Plan, will often be the 
underlying reason for recommending base closures or realignments, 

- - 
the savings associated with closing bases should generally be 
founded on the elimination of base operating support (BOS), 
infrastructure and related costs. 

o Military construction DoD Components will describe 
antici~at~d construetion requirements (barracks square feet, 
etc.) to implement a BRAC recommendation and not actual projects. 
These requirements only become projects during the implementation 
phase after the 1995 Commission reports to the President and 
after installation site surveys are conducted and formal project 
documents (DD 1391s) are prepared. 

o ~onstruction Cost Avoidances Closing and realigning 
bases can result in construction cost avoidances. Cost 
avoidances should include FY96-01 programmed military and fzmily 
housing construction that can be avoided at the closing or A realigning bases, other than new-mission construction. dm 

COBia Model Assum~tions 

The following statements c l e r i f y  certtin cast assmptioas 
written into the COBRA model: 

o Local Moves Moves of less 50 miles will not in-- 
PCS moving costs. 

o prioritv Placement Svstem Costs. Sixty percent of ail 
employees will be placed in other jobs through the DoD Priority 
Placement Program. Fifty percent of all employees'; placed:.in 
other jobs'through the ~rogfam.wi l l  be relocated at government 
expense. These percentages are based on historical data-, 

o Emr>lovee ~ttrition and Turnover, Fifteen Percent of 
all employees will not need to be placed or severed due to normal 
attrition and turnover. 

o ~etirernent Factors. Fifteen percent of all employees 
are eligible for retirement. Five percent af those are eligible 
for normal retirement and ten percent are eligible for early 
retirement. 



o Homeowner's Assistance Program (HAP). The HAP home 
value rate is 22.9 percent. The HAP receiving rate is 5 percent. 

o Students For the purposes of return on investment 
calculations, relocation of students will only impact the COBRA 
model's calculation of overhead costs, and 2s appropriate, 
estimates of military construction requirements. 

Receiving Bases 

DoD Components must identify receiving bases for large units 
or activities, including tenants, which are to be relocated from 
closing or realigning bases- Such relocations must be included 
in 30D Component's recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 
The COBRA model will calculate the costs for relocating such 
units or activities. . DoD Components do not need to identify 
specific receiving bases for units or tenants with less than 100 
civilian/military employees. Finding homes for these activities 
can be left to execution. However, DoD Components should 
establish a generic "base xw within the COBRA model to act as the 
surrogate receiving base for the aggregation of these smaller 
units or activities, in order to ensure completeness of cost and 
savings calculations. 

Reserve Enclaves 
. - 

This expands on the DepSecDef Januzry 7, 1994, policy 
guidance on Reserve Component impacts. 

On each base designated for closure or realignment, the 
future of guard and reserve units of all Military Departments 
residing on or receiving support from that base must be 
considered. Once a decision has been made to include an enclave 
or to relocate guard and reserve units, the affected unit 
identifications aust be included in the DoD Components' 
recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. Military 
construction and repair costs.of fitting out an enclave for * ZL.. 
reserveicomponent or gbard'use+will?b'e*estimated and included as 
part of the return on investment calculations, 

J 
R. Noel LO&.. emare 
Principal ~€pc!y Undzr Secretary of 

. Defenso (Acquisition & Technology) 
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MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS 
CHAIRMAN OF THE JOINT CHEFS OF STAFF 
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING 
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INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
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ASSISTANTS TO THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT 
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES 

SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy Memorandum Two -- 
Joint Cross-Senrice Group Functional Analysis Process 

This memorandum summarizes the process. involving both Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSGs) and the individual Military Departments, for developing BRAC alternatives in situations 
involving such common suppon functions as labs, depots. test & evaluation. undergraduate pilot 
training and medical facilities. 

I 
JCSGs ulill determine a functional value for each of the common suppon functions at 

each activity within their jurisdiction. These functional values will be independent of the 
military value of any installation, which is separately determined by the Military Departments. 
The assessments of functional value and assessments of functional capacity and requirements, 
using certified data, will then be incorporated into JCSG analyses of possible functional closure 
or realignment alternatives. The JCSG's (which include representatives from the Military 
Depanments) ulill use their expertise and judgment to develop these functional closure or 
realignment alrernatives. 

To assist them as an analytic tool in this process, the JCSGs will use a linear 
programming optimization model (documentation attached) to the maximum extent possible. 
The model provides a basis for further analysis and the application of judgment in developing 
functional alternatives. While the model has value in assessing alternatives for relocations and 
consolidations of common suppart functions, it cannot by itself make recommendations 
regarding closures or realignments of installations. Those can be made only by the Military 
Departments or the BRAC 95 Review Group, reflccting judgment concerning the military value 
of installations, based on the final criteria and the six-year force structure plan. 



Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool User's Guide 

Executive Summary 
II, 

Background 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established policy for the Department of Defense 1995 
base reahgnment and closure (BRAC 95) process with strong emphasis on cross-service oppom- 
nities. Thu; document describes operations and capabhties of the common analpcal tool to 
assist Joint C r o s s S e ~ c e  Groups (users) in the development of cross-service alternatives as part 
of the BRAC process. 

Analytical Tool 

A standard tool often used to develop optimal solutions to complex allocation problems 
is the mixed-integer, h e a r  program (hilLP). The cross-service analysis of allocations of com- 
mon support functional requirements to h4Lta.1~ Depam-nent sites and activities is a complex 
allocation problem. 

The MLP formulation described in h document can be used to develop cross-se~ce 
functional alternatives. The data elements required for hs tool are derived from the c e d e d  
data avdable to the user. Policy imperatives and other constraints and considerations can be 
incorporated into the model to allow the d o r i n g  of formulations to accommodate functional 
attributes and perspectives. 

The tool provides the capablkty to v q  the objective function for a formulation in order 
to obtain f d e s  of solutions. A solution defines a set of functional docations and idenGcation 
of sites or acti\lties where cross-service functional workioad could be assigned. An objective 
function that combines rmlrtary value of sites and activities with functional values is &cussed in 
d u s  document. Tms particular objective function ulll tend to consolidate common suppon func- 
tions into hph mhtary value sites or activities. At the same time, this objective function d as- 
sign common support functions to sites having h ~ g h  functional values. The weighhng between 
these two gods can be parameterized to obtain f a d e s  of solutions for further consideration. 

Second and h d  best alternatives for a given formulation can be obtained using meth- 
ods described in h s  document. These alternatives may be considered as additions to the set 
for funher review. 

Other objective functions that the user may wish to consider in addition to the one men- 
tioned above, indude minimizing excess functional capacity, minimizing the total number of 
sites performing cross-senice Functions, and ma>dmizing the sum of functional values. TIus too1 
d also allow the user to explore the sensitivity of the optimal solution for a given formulation 
to particular model inputs. 

The MlLP formulation described provides the basic analpcal tool to generate cross- 
service functional alternatives. 



User's Guide Organization 

T)lls user's gude provides an overview of the analpcal methodology in the next section. 
That section describes the products of the methodology and &cusses terminology relating to 
what a site or aciioity is relative to a function 

Section 2 describes the basic data elements that are used in the methodology. Section 2 
also dscusses data elements in t e r n  of what these elements are meant to represent. 

The different optimization problem formulations that the user may choose to use to ex- 
plore alternatives are discussed in section 3. These include finding a small set of high rmlitary 
value sites or activities that can perform the functional requiremen4 minimizing excess capacity, 
and mhin&ing the number of sites. AU of these fo rmul~ons  are parameterized in such a way 
that the user can explore trade-offs between different factors, such as d t a q  value or excess 
capacity, and assignments of functional requirement based upon functional value. n s  section 
also &scusses the incorporation of policy imperatives in the optimization problem formulations. 

Section 1 demonmates the application of each of these formulations to a notional set of 
data. Section 5 describes the methodology for obtaining the second and h d  best solutions to a 
given formuladon. Finally, section 6 i d e n ~ e s  the commercial sofrware product that was used to 
solve the optimization example problems. Input des  for t h ~ ~  solver are included in the 
appenctces. 

1. Analytical Methodology Overview 
llbr 

The optimization formulations described in th~s document require a set of data elements 
as inputs. All of the formulations require a functional value and functionai capacity for each site 
capable of performing that spec$c cross-senice function. The DoD requirement for each cross- 
senice function is needed. Some of the formulations WLLI also require the mihtq values for 
each site. 

A p r e h a r y  fornulation that allocates cross-senice functional requirements based 
upon functional capacities and functional value will be conducted. The objective function of 
thrs formulation will assign the DoD requirement for each cross-senice function to sites or activi- 
ties having the highest functional value for each function. These assignments will only be con- 
saained by the functional capacities at each site. l h s  analysis WLU not require the military 
values for the sites. 

The  primary formulations optimize the assignment of cross-semice functions based upon 
d t a r y  d u e s  of sites, functional values, and capacities. These formulations are very f l e ~ b l e  in 
that multiple objective functions and policy imperatives modeled as constraints may be used to 
explore different solutions. 

A standard resource allocation tool comprises the core of hs analytical approach. A 
standard tool used to find optimal solutions to complex allocation problems is the mixed-integer, 
linear program (XILP). Allocation of common support functional requirements to m h q  de- 

1114 pamnent sites and activities subject to constraints is a complex allocation problem. 



Hierarchical Structure I 

2. Data Elements 

The analytical approach assumes that the following data will be avadable for all of the 
sites and functions: 

Data Description 
Elements 

mu, h,fhtary value of site s expressed as 3 (hgh), 2 (medium), or 
I (low). 

Elr, f vjf 
Functional value for pe~orrning function fa t  site/activity s 
expressed as a number from 0 (low) to 100 k g h ; ~ .  

lap sf Capacity of site/activity s to perform function f. 

reg! i h e  total DoD requirement or goal to perform function f. 

The d m ,  value of a site, m;,, should meaure  the overall value of the site. 

Thefv,/ functional value for performing function f at site (or activity) s measures the 
capabdiiy and quahty of performing work of type f at site (or activity) s. Capaciv to pexform a 
specialized subhc t ion  that is not one of the funcncsons called out in the formulacion can be con- 
sidered in calculating functional value. 

3. Optimization Formulations , 

The mixed integer linear programming (hjILP) model formulations, that are described 
below, serve as the basic analpcal tools to assist usen in the development of crosrsenice alter- 
natives, d o w  for modification of formulations, and incorporation of policy imperatives.' 

'A p o f q  impnrati~t is a statement that resaicts tbe soIutiom that are acceptable and that can be modeled u a con- - s-t in the formulation. An example of r polic?. irnpemove is ~nclvded in one of the examples. 



The o, variables are included in this formulation only to keep count of the number of 
sites tha~ actually have some functional requirement assigned to them. Their inclusion in the 
model does not affect the assignment of the functional requirement to sites or activities. The 
two constraints involving the o, variables are used to ensure that these variables are set to the 
correct values. 

The k,, variables that are strucrunl variables that indicate whether or not any functional 
workload of type f has been assigned to site I.  The a parameter can be wed to prevent mall 
functional workload assignments. If a is set to 0.01, then the minimum workload assignment of 
a function to a site, pven that any functional workIoad for this function is made to this site, 
would be  one percent of that site's capaciv to perform that function. The a parameter may be 
adjusted as required to meet the requirements of the particular user. 

Primary Formulations 

These formulations explore potential cross-se~ce functional alternatives. The basic for- 
mulation is shown below. Specdication of the objective function, f(o,, lg, k&),  d create a &- 
ferent optimization problem. 

Minimuc f(o,, lrg, kd)  

01, lg, kd 

subject to 

L,,s lSf = reg/ : for all functions f E F , 

o, I k,/ : for all sites s E S, 

0 5 lSf I k,i x cap,! : for all ftmctions f E F and sites s E S, 

k , ; <  o, : for all sites s E Sand f E F, 

[I/  

k,! 6 : for all functions f E F and sites s E S, 

0 I o, L, 1, integer : for all sites s E S, 

0 I kSj 6 1, inicgcr : for all sites s E S and functions f E F, 

where 

S= The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

F =  The set of all functions under consideration by joint cross-service groups; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity will be allowed. 

Decision variables 

o, = 1 if any cross-service functional requirements are assigned to the site or 
activity, 0 otherwise; 

lSf = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site or 
activity s. 



o, = 0 for all sites since 4 - mc, 2 1 for all sites. Given that some sites have to be open, all else 
being equal, it is better to open a site with mv, = 3 because it increases the objective function by 

a h  the least amount. 

The MINXCAP Formulation. If the parameter w is set to a large value (w = 99), thrs 
problem formulation d f hd  the set of retained sites having the smallest total functional capac- 
ity but stiU able to perform the DoD functional requirement Depending on w, functional assign- 
ments are also optimized. The objective function for thu formulation is: 

If w = 0, &us formulation, kke the MlNNMV formulation, is also equivalent to the 
MA= formulation. If w is set to a large value, excess capacity is reduced as much as possibie 
without regard to functional values. As in the formulation, u 1 and uz are used to 
scale the components of the objective function. For dus formulation ul = T , s Z I E F ~ a p ~ / ~ ~ q f .  
The other scale parameter uz is set to the same value for all formulations. 

The MINSITES Formulation. This formulation, depending on the value of w, d h d  
the minimum-sized set of site or activities that can perform the DoD functional requirement. As 
in the previous formulations, if w = 0, h s  formulation is also equivalent to W. The objec- 
tive function for &us formulation is given by: 

If icl is set to a large value, the cross-senice functional workload s assigned to the small- 
est possible number of sites regardless of functional values. For h s  formulation u l  = IS[, the 
number of sites in the set S. 

The MAXSN formuiation. Ths formulation maximizes the sum of the functional val- 
ues for ail of the retained sites. The objective function for ttus formulation is given by: 

For thls formulation ul = EfeF LJES fv,!. If the number of sites to be retained is not con- 
strained, all of the sites d be retained in the solution since the objective function is maximized 
when o, = 1 for all sites. Obtaining meaningful results with h s  formulation, therefore, requires 
a constraint on the number of sites retained. 

Policy Imperatives 

A policy imperative is any statement that can be formulated as a constraint in the modeL 
The model described here is very flexible in its capacity to handle imperatives. Examples of 
imperatives that can be modeled include: 

4- 



The column in table 2 labeled Wgt F V  shows the weighted functional value for each - 

function. Wgt FV for function f E F = LIE s / V , / X ~ ~ Q , {  . Wgt FV is an indicator of the q u d t y  of 
JE s rtql/ 

the cross-senice docadon of the functional requirement across all sites and activities. The aver- 
age FV, the weighted average FV, and the weighted percent excess capaciv are also shown h 
the table. These three numbers are gross measures of the qual~ly of the solution. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV). 

Table 3 shows the data for the optimal solution to the WNNMY formulation with 
w = 99. The number of sites having cross-service functional workload assigned has been re- 
duced kom 15 to six. Excess capacity is greatly reduced. The weighted percent excess capacity 
is only 31 percent compared to 60 for the MAXFV formulation. The DoD rmlitary value average 
is increased by 28.8 percenr The d t a r y  value averages for the two d e p m e n t s  with any sites 
retained have both been increased. The weighted functional value scores are not as good as the 
scores obtained kom the W v  formulation. The average FV score is almost 14 points lower 
than for the MAXFV formulaeion. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV) with Policy Imperative 

As an example of a policy imperative, consider the followmg. Suppose the user respon- 
sible for the missile function determines that only two sites should perform the conventional rnis- 
siles and rockets function. The optimal solution to the o r i p a l  ~IINNMV formulation assigned 
the missile function to four Merent  sites. ModifyLng the - I  formulation such that only 
two sites are allowed to perform the missile function results in the solution shown in table 4. 
The o p m a l  solution still requires only six sites to perform the cross-service functions, but the 
sites are Merent. Only four of the sites are common to both solutions. Since the model h u  z-? 
addtional constraint, the average d t q  value has decreased compared to the origmal 
M I N h W  formulation. 

Parameterization of the MlNNslV Formulation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of varying the parameter a1 in the MINNMV formulation 
over the values 0, 2, 3, 5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 60, and 99 . As is to be expected, the number of sites 
and activities with crossservice functional workload assigned and weighted functional value de- 
crease as w increases. The  average d t a r y  vdue generally increases as w increases. Though 
these results pertain only to this particular example, they deariy illustrate quahtative differences 
between the MAW and MINNMV formulations. The optimal solutions to the formulation do 
not change as w varies over the range of 60 to 99. 

Thts example ilIustrates how the parameter w can be used to generate a family of cross- 
service functional soiutions. For instance, a user with table 5 before him could deade that from 
h s  farmly of solutions, the soIution obtained by setting w = 20 is worth exploring further since 
the weighted functional values are very close to the best values obtained in the MAXFV fornu- 
lation and the weighted average percent excess capaciy has been reduced from 60 to 17 per- m cent. Table 6 &splays the full ourput t o m  h formulation. 
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SUBJECT: 1995 Base Realignments and Closures (BRAC 95) -- Policy Memorandum Two -- 
Joint Cross-Service Group Functional Analysis Process 

This memorandum summarizes the process, involving both Joint Cross-Service Groups 
(JCSGs) and the individual Military Departments, for developing BRAC alternatives in situations 
involving such common suppon functions as labs, depots, test & evaluation, undergraduate pilot 
training and medical facilities. 

f 
JCSGs will determine a functional value for each of the common suppon functions at 

each activity within their jurisdiction. These functional values will be independent of the 
military value of any installation, which is separately determined by the Military Departments. 
The assessments of functional value and assessments of functional capacity and requirements, 
using certified data, will then be incorporated into JCSG analyses of possible functional closure 
or realignment alternatives. The JCSG's (which include representatives from the Military 
Departments) will use their expenise and judgment to develop these functional closure or 
realignment alrernatives. 

To assist them as an analytic tool in this process, the JCSGs will use a linear 
programming optimization model (documentation attached) to the maximum extent possible. 
The model provides a basis for further analysis and the application of judgment in developing 
functional alternatives. While the model has value in assessing alternatives for relocations and 
consolidations of common support functions, it cannot by itself make recommendations 
regarding closures or realignments of installations. Those can be made only by the Military 
Departments or the BRAC 95 Review Group, reflecting judgment concerning the military value 
of installations, based on the final criteria and the six-year force structure plan. 



Each JCSG is currently supported in its evaluations by a Joint Cross-Service Working Group 
a (JCSWG). variously referred to as "sub-groups", "study teams'' or "technical and support groups." 

JCSWGs will adapt the linear programming (optimization) model to assist each JCSG in its analysis 
and aid in developing alternatives. All JCSGs will be supported by a single Tri-Department BRAC 
Group consisting of representatives from each Military Department, which will execute runs of the 
linear programming (optimization) model, using certified data, according to the objective functions 
and policy imperatives provided by the JCSGs and the management controls required by the internal 
control plan. JCSG alternatives can be derived from any number of combinations of objective 
functions and policy imperatives as long as they have been previously approved by the Chairman of 
the BRAC 95 Steering Group. 

The Military Departments will conduct their individual BRAC processes in parallel with the 
JCSG analyses, to determine the relative military value of their insiallations. JCSG products such as 
functional value may be used to assist in determining installation military value. If it is useful to a 
JCSG in developing its alternatives for analysis, a JCSG may solicit the guidance of the Military 
Departments concerning the military value of installations. It must be recognized that any such 
guidance must necessarily be preliminary and will not constitute a final determination of military 
value or of suitability for closure or realignment. 

The JCSGs and the Military Departments will then review the sets of optimization model 
outputs. Working together, the JCSGs and the Military Departments will apply their collective 
judgment to develop feasible functional alternatives to facilitate cross-service actions that will strive 

1111 to maximize infrastructure (overhead) reductions at minimal cost. This cooperative work by the 
JCSGs and the Military Departments should be completed in time for the BRAC 95 Review Group 
to consider any issues that may be appropriate and to leave sufficient time for the Military 
Departments to formulate their recommendations. The JCSGs and Military Departments will 
continue to interact d u r i ~ g  November and December as the Military Departments consider cross- 
service alternatives in their respective BRAC analytical processes. 

The Military Departments will present their recommendations for closure and realignment to 
the Secretary of Defense no later than mid-February, 1995. The Military Departments will provide 
the Secretary of Defense a status report, to include all preliminary closure and realignment 
candidates, by January 3, 199.5. The Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Economic 
Security will staff the Military Department recommendations within the Office of the Secretary of 
Defense. The BRAC 95 Review Group or OSD principals may solicit the opinion of or task the 
JCSG's during this period, if and as appropriate. 

The process described above involves appropriate interaction between JCSG and Military 
Department analyses and pennits consideration of joint functional alternatives to be incorporated 
within the existing BRAC process of the Military Departments. If you have questions concerning 
the process, please contact Mr. Robert Bayer, Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Installations, 703-697- 177 1. 

J ALL h Gotbaum 

Attachment i/ 



Joint Cross-Service Analysis Tool User's Guide 

Executive Summary dm 
Background 

The Deputy Secretary of Defense established policy for the Department of Defense 1995 
base reaLgnrnent and closure (BRAC 95) process with mong emphasis on cross-senice opporm- 
nities. T~I.s document describes operations and capabilities of the common analpcal tool m 
assist Joint CrossService Groups (users) in the development of cross-senice alternatives as p~ 
of the BRAC process. 

Analytical Tool 

A standard tool often used to develop optimal solutions to complex allocation problems 
is the mixed-integer, h e a r  program (IvIILP). The cross-senice analysis of allocations of com- 
mon support functional requirements to W t a r y  Department sites and activities is a complex 
allocation problem. 

The MILF' formulation described in h s  document can be used to develop cross-senice 
functional alternatives. The data elements required for h s  tool are derived from the c e d e d  
data avdable to the user. Policy imperatives and other constraints and considerations can be 
incorporated into the model to allow the tadoring of formulations to accommodate functional 
attributes and perspectives. 

The tool provides the capabhty to v a q  the objective function for a formuIation in order lib 
to obtain f d e s  of solutions. A solution d e h e s  a set of functional allocations and identification 
of sites or acti~lties where cross-sen.ice functional workload could be assigned. An objective 
function that combines d t a r y  value of sites and activities with functional values is discussed in 
h s  document. TIxs particular objective funcnon will tend to consolidate common suppon func- 
tions into h g h  d t a r y  value sites or activities. At the same time, hs objective function wd as- 
sign common support functions to sites having hgh  functional values. The weighting between 
these w o  goals can be parameterized to obtain famhes of solutions for further consideration. 

Second and h d  best alternatives for a given formulation can be obtained using meth- 
ods described in h s  document. These alternatives may be considered as additions to the set 
for further review. 

Other objective functions that the user may wish to consider in addition to the one men- 
tioned above, include minimizing excess functional capacity, mhhking the total number of 
sites performing cross-service functions, and maxhizing the sum of functional values. Thrs tool 
wdl also allow the user to explore the sensitivity of the opbinal solution for a p e n  formulation 
to particular model inputs. 

The MlLP formulation described provides the basic analpcal tool to generate cross- 
service functional alternatives. 



Section 

Contents 

Executive Summary 

User's Guide Organization 

Analpcal Methodology Overview 

Data Elements 

Optimization Formulations 

Optimizdion Examples 

Generating Altcmatives 

Optimization Software 

A p p e n h  

A AMPL Model Input File 

B AMPL Data Input File 



User's Guide Organization 

T h s  user's p d e  provides an overview of the analpcal methodology in the next section. 
That section descnbes the products of the methodology and &cusses tem~inology relating to 
what a sire or activity is relative to a function 

Section 2 descnbes the basic data elements that are used in the methodology. Section 2 
also cLscusses data elements in terms of what these elements are meant to represent. 

The different optimization problem formulations that the user may choose to use to ex- 
plore alternatives are &cussed in section 3. These include finding a s rnh  set of high military 
value sites or activities that can perform the functional requirement, minimizing excess capacity, 
and rniniminng the number of sites. All of these formulations are parameterized in such a way 
that the user can explore trade-06 between different factors, such as miLtary value or excess 
capacity, and assignments of functional requirement based upon functional value. f i s  section 
also &scusses the incorporation of policy imperatives in the opclrmzadon problem formulations. 

Section 3 demonstrates the application of each of these formulations to a notional set of 
data. Section 5 describes the methodology for obtaining the second and thud best solutions to a 
given formdadon. Find?. section 6 iden&es the commercial software product that was used to 
solve the optimization example problems. Input files for d m  solver are included in the 
appendces. 

1. Analytical Methodology Overview 

The opfimization formulations described in h s  document require a set of data elements 
as inputs. W of the formulations require a functional value and functional capacity for each site 
capable of perfomzing thar specfic cross-service function. The DoD requirement for each cross- 
senice function is needed. Some of the formulations d also require the military values for 
each site. 

h p r e b a r y  formulation that allocates cross-sefice functional requirements based 
upon functional capacities and functional value wdl be conducted. 'Ihe objective function of 
this formulation wdl assign the DoD requirement for each cross-senice function to sites or activi- 
ties having the highest functional value for each function. These assignments d only be con- 
strained by the functional capacities at each site. This analysis Hlli not require the military 
values for the sites. 

The primary formulations optimize the assignment of cross-service functions based upon 
d t a r y  values of sites, functional values, and capacities. These formulations are very flexible in 
that multiple objective functions and policy imperatives modeled as consaaints may be used to 
explore different solutions. 

A standard resource allocation tool comprises the core of t)lls analpcal approach. A 
standard tool used to find optimal solutions to complex allocation problems is the mixed-integer, 
linear program (IVILP). Allocation of common suppon functional requirements to mrLtaxy de- 
partment sites and activities subject to consfraints is a complex allocation problem. 



Process Products 

dlr The following table hts the various products of the analpcal approach d e h e d  in this 
a h  

document. 

Requirements 
analyses 

Process products 

Capacity analyses 

assessments 

Description 

Develop methodology to measure the capacity of a site or activ- 
ity to perform a function. Use data call responses to calculate 

Optimize functional 
requirement alloca- 
tions (preliminary 
formulation) 

- - 

allocations 
of functional require- 

dh ments to high military 
value sites or activi- 
ties (primary 
formulations) 

capacities. 

For each function, develop methodology to estimate the out- 
year DoD requirement to perfom the function. Calculate the 
lrequired capacity and identify excess capacity reduction goals. 

Develop measures and weights for assessing the value of per- 
forming a function at a site or an activity based upon data cd 
responses. Provide FV for all appropriate functions and 
sitelactivity combinations. 

Find the best allocation of functional requirements to sites or 
activities based solely upon functional capacities and functiond 
values. 

Develop solutions based upon the first three products, above, 
and policy imperatives. Solutions will be developed using the 
optimization formulations described later in t h ~ ~  document as a 
tool to explore alternatives. 

2 

Hierarchical Structure 

The Office of the Secretary af Defense (OSD), the d e p m e n u ,  and other groups dl use 
Merent  terms to describe the various components of mfrastructure that are to be considered by 
the users. In h s  document a site refers to an installation, base, or station. An activity refers to 
a component of the site such as depot or test facibty residing on the site. A site may have one 
or more activities. Afindion is the capability to perform a particular support action or pro- 
duce a particular commodity. A common support function is a hmction. An activity includes a 
collection of functions. For example, a depot (an activity) may repair engines and airframes. 
These would be two functions performed at this activity. A function may be fuxther broken 
down into subfunctions or facilities required to perform functions, but the approach described 
here does not consider the subfunctions or facilities. Subfunctions or fadties can be incorpo- 
rated into the process described here if the appropriate data is available. The following diagram 
illushates h s  hlerarcfucd snucture. 



I Hierarchical Structure I 
Activit 

2. Data Elements 

The analpcal approach assumes that the following data d be avadable for all of the 
sites and functions: 

Data Description 
Elements 

mu1 hLLm-y value of site s expressed as 3 bgh) ,  2 (medum), or 
I (low). 

dm f ~ j f  

Functional value for performing function fa t  site/activity s 
expressed as a number born 0 (low) to 100 h g h ) .  

La& Capaciv of site/actillty r to perform function f. 

reg; The to& DoD requirenent or god to perform function f. 
The m i L a ~  value of a site, n;, , should measure the overd value of the site. 

The f ~ d  functional d u e  for performing function f at site (or activiv) s measures the 
capabdity and qual~ty of performing work of type f at site (or activity) s. Capacity to perforin a 
specialized subfunction that is not one of the funcsons c d e d  out in the formulation can be con- 
sidered in calculating functional value. 

3. Optimization Formufations 

l 3 e  mixed integer linear programming ~~) model formulations, that are described 
below, serve as the basic analpcal tools to assist usen in the development of cross-service alter- 
natives, allow for modi6cation of formulations, and incorporation of policy imperatives.' 

'A poiLy rbzpmprra~~uc is a statement that restricts the solu~onr that are acceprrble a d  that c m  be modeled zt a con- 
(LI stmint in the forrnuianon. An example of a policy imperame is mcluded m one of h e  cxunplrs. 



Preliminary Formulation. 

The preLminary formuladon of the optimizadon problem mll be solved once the initial 
data C f o f ,  ragd, reg, ) are avadable. T ~ E  fomul&on, called W d maximize h e  func- 
tional values weighted by the assigned workload and normahzed by ,the functional requirement. 
No constraints other than the Functional capacities at each site and the requirement to meet the 
DoD requirement for each cross-service function are included in thu formulation. This solution 
wdl serve as a baseline of what is possible if no other factors, such as rmIitary values of sites or 
costs, are considered. 

For each function, t h ~ ~  formulation wdl load as much of the functional DoD requirement 
as it can into the site or activity having the hghest functional value for that hmction. It that site 
or activity does not have the capacity to accommodate the full requiremen4 the site or activity 
having the next hghest hrnctional value d be allocated any remaining requirement up to its 
capacity, and so on. 

The mathematical description of this formulation follows: 

Maximize  C,,sI:,-EFi,f x fvlf/~cqf 

[ s f  

subject to : 

Z, ,$  I,/ = nq: : for all functions f E F. 

is/ 5 k,, x cup$ : for all sites s E S and f e F. 

o, d ZfEF k,: : for all sites r E S. 

k,: 5 o, : i c ~ r  all sites s E S and f E F, 

1,f kJf < - axrap ,i - . for d h c t i o n r  / E F and sites 5 i S. 

0 I o, I 1 ,  integer : for d sites s E S. 

0 5 kJf < 1,. intcgcr : for all sites r E S and h c t i o r u  f E F, 

where 

S = The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-senice groups; 

F =  The set of all functions under consideralion by joint aoss-service groups; 

0, = 1 if any functional requirement h assigned to the site, and 0 otherwise; 

a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capaaty will be &owed. 

Decision variable 

lrf = amount of the DoD requirement for hc t ion  f to be assigned to site s. 

krf = 1 if any amount of function f is assigned to site s, 0 othemise. 



The o, variables are included in thc; formulation only to keep count of the number of 
sites that actually have some functional requirement assigned to them. Their indudon in the 
model does not affect the assignment of the functional requirement to rites or activities. The 
two constraints involving the o, variables are used to ensure that these variables are set to the 
correct values. 

?he kq variables that are structural variables that indicate whether or not any functional 
workload of type f has been assigned to site s. The a parameter can be used to prevent small 
functional workload assignments. If a is set to 0.01, then the minimum workload assignment of 
a function to a site, given thar any functional workload for this function is made to this site, 
would be one percent of that site's capaciv to perfom that function. The a panmeter may be 
adjusted as required to meet the requirements of the particular user. 

Primary Formulations 

These formulations explore potential cross-service functional alternatives. The basic for- 
mulation is shown below. Specltication of the objective function,f(o., lu, kd). ulll create a dif- 
ferent optimization problem. 

Minimize f(o,, l y ,  kd) 
0 5 ,  llg, kd 

subject to 

Z,,s I,/ = reg/ : for all functions f E F , 

o, 5 E f E ~  k,/ : for all sites s E S, 

C I tJf 2 k4i x cap,{ : for d fwctions f E F and sites s E S, 

k610,:  for d s i t e s s ~  Sand f~ F. 

f ,! kq S q : for all functions f E F and sites s E S, 

0 5 0, 1, inicgcr : for sites s E S, 

0 5 kg 5 1, integer : for all sites s E S and functions f E F, 

where 

S = The set of all sites under consideration by joint cross-semce groups; 

F= The set of all functions under considedon by joint cross-senice groups; 
a = 0.01. No assignment of less than one percent of capacity will be allowed. 

Decision variables 

o, = 1 if any cross-service functional requirements are assigned to the site or 
activity, 0 otherwise; 

I = amount of the DoD requirement for function f to be assigned to site or 
activity s. 



kJ = 1 if any DoD requirement for function f n to be assigned to site s, 0 

Three Merent  optirrlization formulations that vary only in the spedication of the objec- 
tive function are ckscussed next. 

The MINNMV Formulation. This f o r m u l ~ o n  will find a small number of sites having 
the lughest rmlitary value that can accommodate the DoD required workload. In addition, it 
will assign the DUD requirement for each cross-service function to the retained sites (or activities) 
having the hghest functional value for that function. The purpose of thls formdation is to as- 
sign, to the extent possible, the cross-senice functional requirements to sites or activities having 
h g h  rrd~tary value and high functional values. The rationale for thrr approach is that sites hav- 
ing high d t a y  value are the ones most hkely to be retained by the d t q  deparbnents. The 
objective function for formulation is as follows: 

where 

0 S zT < 100 Weight parameter used to vary the emphasis between mrlrtar)l 
value and functional value, 

T h s  fomdation w d  be referred to as the MINWMV model shce it minimizes the sum 
of 4 "-- mz, for retained sites or acfivities. Site or activities having a high &tar). value (3) w d  
hz1.e 1 s &el; value. Site or actibities with low militay value (1) d have 3 as their value. 

The parameters u !  and uzare used to scale the two components of h e  objective function. 
Scziing the components of the objective h c t i o n  enhances the ability of the solver to h d  a solu- 
tion. Apz-r horn the weight parameters, these sc&g parameters WLD scale the components of 
the objective function to values near 1.0 . 

The weight parameter, w ,  can be varied to change the emphasb the formulation gives to 
d t q  value versus iuncaonal value. If w = 0, hs formulation matches the p r e b a r y  for- 
mulation (MAXFV) as site mrlitaxy value would have zero weight. Conversely, if w is set to a 
large value (w = 99), functional value would have little weight. The MAXrY and ~ M V  for- 
mulations are the same formulation, only differing in the parameter w . Varyrng win the for- 
mulation allows the model to be used to create a family of solutions. These points are illustrated 
by an exaraple in the next section. 

The component of the objective function that addresses mil~taxy value of sites, 
XIES O,  x nmzI = Z I E S  0 ,  x (4  - muI), aEects the optimal solution as follows. (For thlS discussion 
we w d  ignore the functional value component of the objective function, 
- E I E S  LIEF lV xf i y / reqb  . If there were no constraints in the formularion, i.e., satisfy the 
DoD requirement, the minimurn value of the objective function would be achieved by setting 



o, = 0 for all sites since 4 - mr, 2 1 for all sites. Given that some sites have to be open, all else 
being equal, it is better to open a site with mu, = 3 because it increases the objective function by 
the least amount. 

The MINXCAP Formulation. If the parameter u, is set to a large value (w = 99), this 
m 

problem formulation mll find the set of retained sites having the smallest total functional capac- 
ity but stiU able to perform the DoD functional requiremenL Depending on w ,  functional assign- 
ments are also optimized. The objective function for &IS formulation is: 

If w = 0, h formulation, Lke the formulation, is also equivalent to the 
MAXFV formulation. If w is set to a large value, excess capacity is reduced as much as possibie 
without regard to functional values. As in the MINNMV formulation, ul and uz are used to 
scde the components of the objective function. For this formulation u l  = ZfEFcapI//rcq;. 
The other scale parameter u2 is set to the same value for d formulations. 

The MlNSlTES Formulation. This formulation, depending on the vdue of w, will h d  
the minimum-sized set of site or activities that can perform the DoD functional requirement. Ar, 

in the previous formulations, if w = 0, h s  formulation is also equivalent to m. The objec- 
tive function for h s  formulation is given by: 

If rrl is set to a large value, the cross-service functional workload is assigned to the small- 
est possible number of sites regardless of functional values. For h s  formulation ul = IS], the 
number of sites in the set 5'. 

The MAXSN formuiation. T's formulation m2ximizes the sum of the functional val- 
ues for all of the retained sites. The objective function for t h . ~ ~  formulation is p e n  by: 

For hi formulation t r ~  = Z f E F I J E S  f ~ , ~ .  If  the number of sites to be retained is not con- 
strained, all of the sites will be retained in the solution since the objective function is m e e d  
when o, = I for d sites. Ob-g meaningful results with h s  formulation, therefore, requires 
a constraint on the number of sites retained. 

Policy Imperatives 

A policy imperative is any statement that can be formulated as a constraint in the model. 
The model described here is very flexible in its capacity to handle imperatives. Examples of 
imperatives that can be modeled include: 



assigrung functions in groups, 

increasing the average DoD d t a r y  value of the sites assigned any 
cross-service functional workload, 

requiring the weighted functional value for a given common support function 
to be at Ieast as great as some value, 

limiting the number of sites that have any cross-service functional workload 
assigned to them, 

requiring that each department's average d t a r y  value is not allowed to go 
below some level, 

requiring a certain number of sites in a geographic area to remain open, and 

requiring the cistribution of functional workload to follow a certain pattern, 
e.g., in one department, in one location, or on both coasts. 

f i s  is not an exhaustive list of the possibilities for policy imperatives. An example of a 
policy imperative added to the MINNMV formulation is given in the following section. 

Consistent Alternatives 

The functional data and constraints from all of the users may be combined into a single 
formulation. In the event that two users obtain solutions that are inconsistent (e.g., the solutions 
have a site or activity recei~ing cross-service functional workload in one, and losing all of its 
cross-senice funcdond workload in the other) this capability can be used to resolve the 
inconsistency. 

4. Optimization Examples 

The following examples use representative, notional data to demonstrate the formula- 
tions. 'Three Merent  departments, X, Y, and 2, each have 5 sites (A, B, C, D, and E). Six 
functions are considered: air vehcles, munitions, electronic combat, fixed-wing avionics, conven- 
tional missiles and rockets, and satellites. Table 1 shows the basic data for these sites. Table 1 
also shows the DoD requirement by function and the percent of excess capacity. Percent excess 
capacity is calculated as 

Preliminary Formulation (MIZXFV). 

Results for the MAXFV formulation are shown in table 2. Tf there is no functionid re- 
quirement assigned to a site, the capacity for that function is shown as zero at that site even if 
the site has requirements for other functions assigned. Notice that, for rhrs solution, aN sites have 
s m  cross-scrvice functional wo~kload arskned. rrr 



The column in table 2 labeled Wgt F V  shows the weighted functional value for each 

function. Wgt W for function f E F = Z , E s / ~ J / x ~ 4 ' /  . Wgt N is an indcator of the quality of 
$6 s rcqa/ 

the cross-service allocation of the functional requirement across all sites and activities. The aver- 
age FV, the weighted average FV, and the weighted percent excess capaciv are also shown m 
the table. These three numbers are gross measures of the qudty of the solution. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV). 

Table 3 shows the data for the optimal solution to the MINNMV formulation with 
w = 99. The number of sites having cross-se~ce functional workload assigned has been r e  
duced kom 15 to six. Excess capacity is greatly reduced. The weighted percent excess capacity 
is only 31 percent compared to 60 for the formulation. The DoD mrlitary value average 
is increased by 28.8 percenr The d t a r y  value averages for the two departments with any sites 
retained have both been increased. The weighted functional value scores are not as good as the 
scores obtained born the MAXIV forrndation. The average N score is almost 14 points lower 
than for the MAM-V formulation. 

Primary Formulation (MINNMV) with Policy Imperative 

an example of a policy imperative, consider the following. Suppose the user respon- 
sible for the missile function determines that only two sites should perform the conventional mis- 
siles and rockets function. The optimal solution to the o r i p a l  formulation assigned 
the missile function to four diaerent sites. Modifjmg the mi formulation such that only 
two sites are allowed to perform the missile function results in the solution shown in table 4. 
The opdmal solution stiu requires only six sites to perform the cross-service functions, but the 
sites are Merent. Only four of the sites are common to both solutions. Since the model h a  m 
addtional constraint, the average d t q  value has decreared campazed to the o r i p a l  
MINNW formulation. 

Parameterization of the MlNNMV Formulation 

Table 5 summarizes the results of varymg the parameter w in the MINNMV formulation 
over the values 0, 2, 3,5, 10, 20, 30, 40, 60, and 99 . As a to be expected, the number of sites 
and activities with cross-senice functional workload assigned and weighted functional value de- 
crease as w increases. The average d t a r y  value generally increares as w increases. Though 
these results pertain only to this particular example, they deady illustrate qualitative Merences 
between the MAXFV and formulations. ?be o p h d  solutions to the formulation do 
not change as ur varies over the range of 60 to 99. 

l h s  example illustrates how the parameter w can be used to generate a family of cross- 
service functional solutions. For instance, a user with table 5 before hrm could deade that &om 
h s  farmly of solutions, the solution obtained by setting w = 20 is worth exploring further since 
the weighted functional values are very close to the best values obtained in the MAXFV formu- 
lation and the weighted average percent excess capacity has been reduced born 60 to 17 per- 
cent. Table 6 &splays the full output born this formulation. 



Figure 1 displays h s  dormation in graphcal form. The figure shows the sharp de 
crease in the average functional vdue for conventional missiles and rockets when w is changed 
from 20 to 30. The f i p e  also &plays the increase in average military value that is acheved by 
using the MINNMV formulation. 

Primary Formulation (MINXCAP) 

Table 7 shows the output of the IKINXCM fomulaiion with w = 99. As would be ex- 
pected, h s  formulation produces a solution that greatly reduces excess capacity, but the 
weighted functional d u e s  have suffered. The weighted average percent excess capaaty has 
been reduced to almost 6 percent. 

Primary Formulation (MINSITES) 

The results of using the t d l ~ s i n s  formulation with w = 99 are given in table 8. The opti- 
mal solution retains only six sites. The sites are Merent than the sites retained in the -N 
solution. 

Primary Formulation (MAXSFV) 

The results of using the MAXSN formulation with the number of retained sites con- 
strained to be no more than six are &splayed in table 9. 

Summary of Formulation Results 

The following table summarizes the basic statistics for the Eve formulations. 

1 Statistics 1 MAXFV MIXXMV / MINXCAP / WSIN MAXSTV 

Sites retained l j  1 6 1 7 1 6 1 6 
I Weighted avg. / 60.37 1 31.39 6.11 1 12.14 1 24.1 1 

]percent excess I I I I I I 

5. Generating Alternatives 

capacity I I I I I I 

Alternative solutions, in terms of the retained sites or activities, may be obtained by ex- 
cluding a set of retained or open sites horn a formulation. For example, the optirnal solution 
obtained horn the MINNMV formulation (see table 3) retains sites XA, XC, XD, ZA, 23, and 
. To  h d  another opmal  solution with the same objective function value or the next best 
solution, we define the set A ,  = {XA, XC, XD, ZA, ZB, 23) and add the following constrainu to 
the MINWMV formulation: 

Weighted aver- 
age FV 

Average mili- 
tary,value 

84.7 73.9 1 74.2 76.5 62.9 

2 2.2 2.83 



a = 0 , 1  and p = O , l .  

A solution that satisfies either condition 1 (a = I )  or condition 2 (p = 1) will be different 
horn the o r i p a l  optimal solution. The formulation given above guarantees that at least one of 
these two conditions mll hold at the optimal solution. The second best solution to the 
MINNMV formulation a given in table 10. The second-best solution retains sites XC, XD, YC, 
Z& ZB, ZD. 7 h  solution actually has weighted functional values that are superior to those of 
the o r i p a l  optimal solution for some of the functions. Comparing values in tables 3 and 10, it 
would be dBcult to argue that the optimal solution is dearly superior to the solution given in 
table 10. 

If we define the set A? = {XC, XD, YC, 24, ZB, ZD) , then the follomng formulation can 
be used to f h d  the h d  best solution: 

I,EJIM2 O, I /A1 n A21 - a (condition 1) 

ZJeLla2 O, 2 J3 (condition 2) 

L E A , - A :  05 2 Y 
) (condition 3) 

I J E A , - a ,  0s 1 Y 

a = 0,1, p = 0,1, and y= 0,1 

 ILL?^ solution that satisfies anv one of the three condiaons will be diEerent born the Grst 
rwo solutions. Table 11 shows the &d best solution. Cornpavlg table 11 to tables 3 and 10 
results in a less compebg  care for the saength of the h r d  best alternative. B a e d  upon h s  
type of comparison, the first two solutions would be subjected to iunher analysis before selecdng 
one as a recommendation. 

6. Optimization Software 

The solutions to these optimization problems were obtained using the commeraally- 
available, IBM Optimization Subroume Library (OSL)2 interfaced with AMPL~. T h e  text file 
describing these formulations in the AMPL format is contained in appendix A. Note that all of 
the Merent  objective functions are defined in ths single text l e .  This file contains the code 
required to generate the second and t h ~ d  best alternatives. The AMPLformat data 61e for the 

a Optimization ;vilb OSL by Ming S. Hung, Walter 0. Rom, and Allan D. Waren, published by Tbe Sc iendc  Press. 

'AMPL- A Modriiy Lnngunqc for Mdhrmdicai R o p m m t n g  by Robert Fourer, Damd M. Gay, and Bnan Ker- 
nighan, published by T h e  Scienafic Press, 1993. 



example is given in appendLx B. These files are processed by the AMPL/OSL package b p r e  
duce the outputs &cussed in the examples section of hi document bdb 



Tat~le 1. Joint Cross-Service Analysis Example 
Basic Data 

Air vehicles ' 450 7000 2500 0 0 5000 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 22,507 
Munitions 850 200 4500 0 0 300 0 2000 0 0 1000 01000 0 0 9,850 

Electronlccombat 3000 0 0 0 0 1000 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 1543 20 7,563 
Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 250 3500 0 0 0 400 3500 0 1000 4000 0 2000 500 15,150 

Conv. missileslrockets 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 100 2000 3000 700 200 300 200 9,900 
Satelites 0 0 300 4000 0 0 0 500 0 0 250 50 0 300 2200 7,600 

Functlon 

Function FV Scores 
Air vehicles 50 70 68 0 0 57 72 0 0 0 81 92 0 86 0 

Munitions 88 71 58 0 0 54 0 88 0 0 72 0 7 5 0 0  
Electronic combat 67 0 0 0 0 91 0 0 0 0 52 0 0 78 77 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 92 94 0 0 0 78 69 0 72 93 0 66 71 
Conv. missiles/rockets 0 0 62 0 89 0 0 59 93 92 56 59 50 65 91 

Satelites 0 0 71 58 0 0 0 64 0 0 85 61 0 73 93 

Department 
X I Y I z 

A I B l c l D I E  l A I B l  

Department Mllltary Value 3 3 3 2 1 2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 

DoD Pct. 

t c I D I E I A 1 8 1 C ( D I E  

Funcllon req. excess 
Air vehicles 9.463 137.8 

Totals 

Munitions 5.503 79.0 
Electronic combat 3.234 133.9 

Fixed-wing avionics 3.775 301.3 
Conv. missileslrockets 3,743 164.5 

Satelites 2,480 206.5 

Capacllies 



Table 2. MAXFV Model Oulput 

Dewment - .- 

X Y t 
- 

Relalned 
A I B I c ( D _ ~ E  A 1 B  I C I D I E  A I B I C ) D I E  t o t a l s ,  

Department Mil. Val. 1 3 3 

Capacltles 
Air vohicles 0 7000 0 0 0 

Munitions 050 200 4500 0 0 
Eleclranic cornha! 3000 0 0 0 0 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 3500 0 
Conv. missileslrockels 0 0 0 0 3000 

Saleliles 0 0 0 0 0 

2 1 3 2 1 3 3 2 3 1 

0 500 0 0 0 3000 1200 0 2857 0 14557 53.8 
0 0 2000 0 0 1000 0 1000 0 0 9550 73 5 

1000 0 0 0 0 0 0 5563 72.0 0 1543 20 
0 0 0 0 0 0 4000 7500 98.7 
0 0 0 100 2000 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 250 0 0 300 2200 

Wgt. avg. 60.37 

Workload asalgned 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Salelites 

0 1908 0 0 0 
850 200 453 0 0 
67 1 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 1443 
0 0 0 0 0 

DoD avenge MV 
Percent change 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

I DoD weighted FVs 
I wat  

Functlon I FV 
Air vehicles! 81.2 

2.4 
-0 o 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 

I 
2480 

1.8 
o o 

Munitions 
Eleclronic wmbal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

I ~alel i les 1 02.01 
Average FV 86.2 

2.4 
-0 o 

79.6 
79.7 
93.9 
90.8 

Weighted avg. FV 84.7 
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Table 4. MINNMV Model will1 Policy lmeratlve Output 

Department 
X Y Z Retalned 

Function A I B I C I D 1 E  A I D  I C I D I E  A ~ B ~ C ( D I E  totals 

Workload asslgned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Satelites 

Department MI!. Val. 

Cepacltler 
Air vehicles 

Munltior~s 
Electronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change L 

DoD avenge MV 
Percent change 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 7000 0 0 0 
0 200 4500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 250 3500 0 
0 0 0 0 3000 
0 0 300 4000 0 

I DoD welghted N a  
I wat 

Functlon 

2 1 3 2 1 

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

Totals 
0 9463 
0 5503 
0 3234 
0 3775 
0 3743 
0 2480 

satelites ( 64.1 1 
Average FV 74.0 

3 3 2 3 1 

3000 0 0 2857 0 
1000 0 0 0 0 
2000 0 0 1543 0 

01000 0 0 0 0 
3000 0 0 0 0 
250 0 0 300 0 

Percent 
exceas 

12857 
n 35 9 

5700 3 6 
3543 9 8 
4750 25 8 
8000 60.3 

Wgt. 4850 avg. 
95 8 

33.70 



MAXFV 
Slteslactlvltles open 

Percent excess 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 
Wgt. ovg. % excess 

Weighted FV 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missiieslrockels 

Sateliles 
Average N 

Weighted avg. N r 
DoD average MV 1 2.20 

Table 5. Parameterlzatlon of the MINNMV Model 

4 0 

6 

1 .o 
15.4 
41.1 

60 

6 

1 .o 
15.4 
40.5 
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Table 6. M I N N M ~ ~ M O ~ ~ I  Output with Weight = 20 

Department MII. Val. 1 3 3 2 1 3 

Functlon 

Caprcltles 
Air vehicles 0 0 2500 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Munilions 850 0 4500 0 0 0 0 2000 0 0 
Electronic combal 3000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Fixed-wing avionics 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Conv. missileslrockels 0 0 200 0 3000 0 0 200 0 0 

Satelites 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Workload asslgned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Satelites 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

Retalned 
totals 

Department 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

X 
A I B I C T T 2  

t DoD welghted FVs 
I wst 

Y I Z 
A 1  I C I D I E ~ A ~ B ~ C ~ D ~ E  

i 

1 FV 
Air vehicles 1 80.6 I 1 Eleclron!~%l ii 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Satelites - 
Average FV 83.2 

Weighted avg. FV 82.1 

I excess J 
3000 1200 0 2857 
1000 0 0 0 

0 0 4563 
0 4000 0 0 4 000 
0 0 3900 4 2 

250 0 2750 10 9 
Wgt. avg. 17.46 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 
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Table 9. MAXSFV Model Output 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

Do0 weighted FVa 
I Wgt 

f 

Retalned 
totals I 

8 

Percent 
excess 

10500 E l  11.0 
5800 5.4 
3543 9 6 
7250 92 1 
3900 4 2 
4000 61 3 

Wgt. avg. 24.10 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

1 Function 

Retain-I, Close=O 

Department MII. Val. 

Capacllles 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Eleclronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Saletiles 

Workload asslgned 
Air vehicles 

Munillons 
Eleclronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockets 

Saleliles 

Department avg. MV 
Percent change 

I FuncUon I FV 
Air vehicles 1 64.9 

I satelites 1 58.0 1 
Averaae FV 62.3 

Z 
A 1 B 1 C I D I E 

1 1 0 1 0 

3 3 2 3 1 

3000 0 0 0 0 
1000 0 0 0 0 
2000 0 0 I543 0 
1000 4000 0 0 2000 
3000 700 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

1963 0 0 0 0 
703 0 0 0 0 
2000 0 0 1234 0 
1000 525 0 2000 0 
3000 700 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

3.0 
25 o 

X 
A l B l C l D l E  

0 0 1 1 0 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 0 2500 0 0 
0 0 4500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 250 0 0 
0 0 200 0 0 
0 0 0 4000 0 

0 0 2500 0 0 
0 0 4500 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 250 0 0 
0 0 43 0 0 
0 0 0 2480 0 

2.5 
4 2 

I Munitions 
Eleclronic combal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. missileslrockels 

Department 
Y 

A l B I C I D l E  

1 0 0 0 0 

2 1 3 2 1 

5000 0 0 0 0 
300 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

5000 0 0 0 0 
300 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

2.0 
11 1 

59.6 
61.9 
73.1 
56.6 
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Table 11. MINNMV Model Output: Alternative 2 
- 

Department 
- 

X Y Z Retained 
Function A l B l C l D l E  - A 1  B I C I D I E  A I B I C I D I E  totals 

Department MI!. Val. 

Capacltles 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockels 

Sateliles 

Workload arslgned 
Air vehicles 

Munitions 
Electronic combat 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockels 

Saleliles 

3 3 3 2 1 

0 7000 0 0 0 
850 200 4500 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3500 0 
0 0 200 0 0 
0 0 300 4000 0 

3000 1200 0 0 0 
1000 0 0 0 0 
234 0 0 0 0 

0 275 0 0 0 
2843 700 0 0 0 
250 50 0 0 0 

0 5263 0 0 0 
850 200 3453 0 0 

3000 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 3 5 0 0  0 
0 0 200 0 0 
0 0 300 1880 0 

DoD average MV 
Percent change 

Totals 
9463 
5503 
3234 
3775 
3743 
2480 

DoD welghted N s  
1 w a t  

2 1 3 2 1 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
u 0 0 0 n 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

3.0 Department avg. MV 2.8 0.0 

3 3 2 3  1 

3000 1200 0 0 0 
0 1000 0 0 0 

2000 0 0 0 0 

Percent change 

Function 
Air vehicles 

Munilions 
Electronic cornbal 

Fixed-wing avionics 
Conv. rnissileslrockels 

Saleliles 

11200 18.4 
6550 19.0 
5000 54.6 

FV . 
76.3 
65.7 
65.9 
93.8 
56.9 
62.4, 

0 4000 0 0 7500 Q8.7 
3000 700 0 0 
250 50 0 0 

3900 8::g 
4600 

Wgt. avg. 37.42 

14 8 -100 0 

Avenge FV 70.2 
Welghted avo. FV 71.6 

25 0 



Appendix A 

AMPL Model Input File 



# JCSG Modei E x a ~ l e  

# Ronald H. Nickel, PD-D. 
# LTC Roy Rice, USAF 

set X-sites; # The set of Department X sites. 
set Y-sites; # The set of Department Y sites. 
set Z-sites; # The set of Department Z sites. 

set SITE := X-sites union {Y-sites union 2-sites}; 
# The set of all labs and T&E sites. 

set ZXCLDI within SITE default (1; # A solution to be excluded. 

set EXCLDZ within S I m  default (1; # A solution to be excluded. 

set GYCLD-INTER : if card(EXCLD2) > 0 then (EXCLD1 inter EXCLDZ) 
else EXCLD1; 

set LXCLD-IDTIC2 := EXCLD1 diff EXCLD2; # Sites in EXCTS1 but not 
# in EXCLDZ. 

se= EXCLD-ZDTPF1 := D(CLD2 diff EXCLD1; # Sites in EXCLD2 but not 
# in EXCLD1. 

set EXCLD-COMPLEFENT : = SITE diff (EXCLD1 union EXCLD2 ; 
# The set of sites not in EXCLDl or EXCLDZ. 

parair. excld-n~m : := mu (0, card (EXCTLD-INTS2) -1) ; 

# Tke set of functions. 

ser s r ~ x  - r c ~ h i n  { s ; y z ,  Ful-7~) ; If The set of s=:e/fmc~iOn 
% can!binations that are 

# meaningful 

Saraz mat { s i r a - w ) ;  # The f~~ctional capacity a: each site for each 
g mear,ingful sitelfu-nction combination. 

paran no-f-mc : = card (FJNC) ; # The number of frrnction types. 

# Define the set performing missile functions. 

seZ MISSLE - FUNC within {FIJNC); 

param missile-sites >= 0, default 15; 
# Number of sites allowed to perform the 
# missile function. Used in the policy 
# imperative example (missile-sites = 3). 

param max-sites >= 0, default cardlSITE) ; 
# Number of open sites allowed in the 
# solution. 

param REQ {TUNC); % The DoD requirement for each function. 
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param .T; {SITE}; # Militaq vaiue f2r each site 

param W J  {s in SITE} :=  4 - MV[s] ; # Negative MV scoring. 

a param FJ {SITE-US) >= 0.0; # F'unctional value by site and function. 

param min-assign default 0.001; # Cannot assign less than 
# rnin-assign CAPAC Is, f I of 
# function f to site s. 

# 
# Calculate upper bounds for the objective function components. 
# 

param MINNMV-TIE : = sum (s in SITE} NMV [s] ; 

Param MzNXw-m : = sum { (s , f ) in s IIE-UP} WAC is, £1 /REQ [ f] ; 

param m S r T - U a  : = sum ( (s, i) in SITE-~=3} FV[s, f] ; 

param ELU(;Y_U8 : =  sum {f in FUNC} rnax (1s.f) in SITE CAP} FV[s.f]; - 
# 
: Use WGT PCT to weight the fu~cticnal value and non-fwctional value - 
4 ccmzonects of the objective functions. 
LI 
n 

dmh param XG-PC? s= 0, = 100. defaulf 9 5 ;  * Percezt of weight to put or. 
# non-func:io~al-value por:icn cf the objective function. 

paran XG?: : =  WGT-?CT; $! Weick: s r  nor.-7; ?ortion of the objective 
F ~'&.c=~oEs . 

t Decisicc variables 
4 F 

vaz OPEN {SITE) binary >= 0; u Ope- cr closed decision variable for 
# each site. 

var SiTE-LOAD {(st£) ir. SITE-CAP} >= 0.0, c =  USAC[s,f]; 
# Amount of the requirement for function f to 
# be assigned to site s . Amount assisned - 
# is limited by capacity of site s to perform 
# function f. 

var SITE FUNC { (s, f is SITE-CAP} bina,cy; - 
# 1 if any assignment of workload for function 
# f is made to site s; 0 othe,-wise. 

ah 
L The following variables, ALPHA, B=TA,a'.d GAMMA, a r e  used to find 
# al:e-~a~ive solutions. 
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var U T S i  bizary; # A t  least one site from the intersection is excluded 
# frcm the solution. 

var BETA binary; # At least one site from the com?lement of the union 
# is included is included in the solution. 

var GAMMA binary; # .At least one site from 
# EXCLDl - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# and at least one site from 
# EXCLD2 - (EXCLD1 intersect EXCLD2) 
# are included in the solution. 

# 
# Objective Functions. 
# 

# Minimize total open site negative military value and 
# maximize the normalized FV-weighted assignment of functional workload 
# to sites. 

minimize MINNMV : 
(WGTl/MINNMV-UB) sum (s in SITE} OPEN[~]*NMV[S] 
- (WGTZ/MAXN-UB) ' sum { (t,g) in SITE-CAP} ~lr[t,g] 
* (SITE - LOAD [t, gl /REQ [g] ; 

# Minimize the number of open sites and maximize t he  normalized 
# N-weighted assigxment of functional workload to sites. 

minimize MINSITES: 
(WGTI./MINSITES--US) sum {s in SITE} OPW[s] 
- (XGT2/MAX3I-U3) + sum {(t,g) in SITE-W) ~ ~ [ t , g l  

(SITE-Lorn [t, 51 /ZQ [gl 1 ; 

. . .  z M~zzrnize  :=La1 capacity and maximize che normalized N - w e i g h t e d  
# assignmez: of fczc:ional workload to sites. 

minimize M I N X W :  
(WGTI/MINX~-US) + sum {s in SITE} OP~[SI * 

(sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP] ~ A c [ ~ , ~ ] / R E Q [ ~ ] )  
- (WGT~/MFO[~-UB) + sum {(t,g) in SITE-CAP) ~v[t,gI 
+ (SITE-LOAD[t.,gl/~Q[gl); 

# Maximize functional value without workload assigzment weightings 
# and maximize the normalized FV-weighted assignment of functional 
# workload to sites. 

maximize MAXSFV : 
(WGT~/MAXSN-~JB) sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) FJ[stf] 

- (WGTI/MAXFV-UB) sum ((t,g) in SITE-CAP} N [ t . g l  
(SITE - LOAD [t , gl / x Q  [g] ) ; 

t: 
# Constraints 
# 

# The requirement for each function has to be met. 
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sub;ect to f-aic- ass^. { f  in KWC} : 

sum {(s,f) in S:TE-CA?] SITE-LOAD[s,f] = REQ[f]; 

# Cannot assign functional workload to a site unless 
# the site is open for assignment of that function. 

subject to func open {(s,f) in SITE-CAP}: 
SITE-LOAD[ST£I <= SITE-FUNC~S, £1 +CAPAC[S, f] ; 

# Sites with no functional requirement assigned 
# are closed. 

subject to site-closed {s in SITE): 
OPEN [s] c= sum { (s, f )  in SITE-CAP) SITE-FUNC [s, £1 ; 

# Allocation of functional requirements cannot be made 
# to sites that are not open. 

subject to site-open (s in SITE}: 
sum {(s,f) in SITE-CAP) SIT= FUNC[S,~] <= OPEN[S] * no-func; - 

# SITE-FUNC variables are set to 0 if little or no fur,c:ional 
# workload is assigned to a site. 

subject to site-func-0 {(s,f) in SITE-w): 
SITE - .FUNC Is, f I <= SITE-LOA!Y [s, f I /  (min assign + W A C  [s, f] ) ; - 

# This constrain= is an example of a policy imperative. 
# Constrain the ncrrder of sites doing muitions work. 
# This coos:rain: only constrains the model if 
4 R 

f missile-sites c card(S1TEl . 

sirbjecc to missile-2 {f in MISSLE-FUNC}: 
snm { (s, f) in SITE-W} SITZ-FUNC [s, f] c=  missile sites; - 

% This constraict is used to cocstrain the number cf 
# open sites in a solution. max-sites has a default 
X value e q ~ a l  to card (SITE) , i. e., it does not cons:rain 
X the soluticn  less -sites is set to a lower value. 

sbject to no-sites: 
sum {s in SITE) OPSNIsl c= max-sites; 

* 
# Exclude solutions defined by the sets EXCLDl and EXCTJ32. 
# 

subject to alt opt-cond-1: 
sum {s in &cLD_INTER) OPEXIsl <= excld-num + 1 - XLPW; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-2: 
sum {s in ZXCLD_COMPLE~T) OPEN[S] >I  SETA; 

Page 4 



subject to alt-opt-cond-3b: 
sum {s in EXCLD-291~~1) OPEN~SI >= GAMMA; 

subject to alt-opt-cond-123: 
ALPHA + BETA + GAMMA >= 1; 
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Appendix B 

AMPL Data Input File 



# Sara f i l e  for JCSG optimizaz~on exawles- 

# Ron Nlckel 
# 7 - 6 - 9 4  

set X-sites := 

x-A 
X-B 
x-c 
x-D 
X-E ; 

set Y-sites := 

y-A 
y-B 
y,= 
y-D 
Y-E ; 

set Z-sites := 

=-A 
=-B 
z-c 
z-D 
2-2 ; 

set  F m C  := 
~ i r - V e h  

MW. 
E_Cr;ist 
x v - i  OE 

xis 
Saz; 

# Used to model the policy imperative. 

Sat := - 
- 
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SECURITY 

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE I& 

3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 
WASHINGTON DC 20301 -3300 

(@ 
9 DEC isjj '- 

MEMORANDUM FOX SECXZTAJQIES OF THE MILITARY DE?ARTMENTS 
CfWIw3N OF THE JOINT CHIEFS OF STAFF 
UNDZ?. SECRETARIES OF DEFZNSE 
DI3ZCTOR, DEFENSZ R Z S M C H  AND ENGINEERING 
ASSISTANT SECXETARIZS OF DEFENSE 
GENEX2.L COUNSEL OF THE DEPARmNT OF DEFZNSB 
INSECTOR GENE?& OF THZ DEPAXTXENT OF DEFENSE 
DIRZCTOR, OPERATIONAL, TEST EVALUATION 
ASSIST>NTS TO THZ SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
DIXZCTOR 02 ADMINISTRATION AND W A G m N T  
DI3ECTOF.S OF THE DEZZNSZ AGENCIES 

S3EJECT: 1995 Base Zealigments and Closures (SRAC 95) -- Policy 
Menorand~i Three 

This memorandum is the third in a series of additional 
policy guidance impleaenting the Defense Ease Closure and 
RealFgnmenc Act of 1S90 ("ublic Law 101-510), as amended, and the 
Deputy Secretary' s 1995 Bzse Realigrmenis and Closures ( 3 U C  95 1 

~[11,111$7 5 guidence of January 7, 1994. 

V-- ,,,, m 1 2 5  3ase Clsscre z.ne 3eelic~~iezt (SXqC 95 ) Selection 
Crizeria a: az=ack-?~enz one, required by Ssczio- 29C3(b) of Pcblic 
Law 101-51C, fsm tke basis, alons with the force scraccure plaz, 
of :he base closure 2nd realignment process. These criteria were 
provided by the Depuzy Secreizlry's Novenber 2, 1994, memorzndum. 
300 coriiponencs s h z l l  n s e  these  c r i z e r l e  i n  t h e  b z s e  s t r u c t c r e  
melysis to nornir?aEe 3-C 95 clos~re or realigment cazzdidates. 
The criteria will zlso be used by =he 1995 Defense Base Closure 
and Realigment Commission in their review of the Department of 
Defense final recommendations. 

9 

Activities in Leased S~ace 

This e ~ a n d s  on the policy guidance contained in the 
DepSecDef Janua-ry 7, 1994, BXAC 95 memorandm. 

DoD Component organizations located in leased space are 
subject to Public Lew 101-510. Civilian persopinel authorizations 
of organizazions in leased space, which are part of an 
orpanizatioz loca~ee on a nearby military inscallation or one 
wltkix the  SET^ rne:ro?olitan sta~iszical area (XSA), shall be 
cozsidered par= of cne civilizn personnel authorization of that 

w 



inscallacicz. Cerzain zilitary activities ?erfczxed in leased 
facilities cocscitute an inscaliacion because of con-non mission, 
pemazenzly authorized personnel, and se3arate sc2port structure. 
Each DoD com?onent should aggregate the remainins civilian 
9erso~nel authorizations of their organiz~iions in leased space 
within a MSA and consider the aggregate to be a single 
installation for asplying the numerical thresholds of Public 
Law 101-510. In aggregating leased space activities in the 
National Capital Region (NCR) , the NCR, as defined by the 
National C a g i t a l  Planning Act (40 USC 7 1 ) ,  will be used as the 
h!Si:. 

Return on Investment (ZOT 

This evands cn the policy guidance contaixed in =he Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition and Tecb2010gy) memorand~m of 
May 31, 1994 (Policy Memorznd~n One). 

o Mediczre Costs Medicare Costs will not be included in DOD 
Component cosz analyses. The Medicare program consists of 
part 4 (hospital and related costs) and Part 3 (scpplemental 
coscs). Part A is financed by Medicare payroll taxes. The 
only agpropriated funds used to support Medicare are those 
portions of t3e Pzrt B costs that exceed the monthly 
premi~ns paid by zhe mernbers/beneficiaries. Therefore, 
total Xedicare approariations will 2oc sigzificanzly change 
return on investaent calculations. 

.f 
o Unem~lovment Czsts The Military De>artnents and Defezse 

Agencies arnually kudget u2eagloy;nent cozzriS~~tions ta the 
FeEsrz l  3~3lcyees Com~ensation Xcoczt f c r  3cD military and . . - .  . - -  c:vl::en en3loyees. DoD Con~onezts sho~Ld Izclxae the 
c=zzrrk~zlozs z s  =his zccounr z==ri3uzz51~ zc  closxres 2x5 . . 7 -  real~;?~ezts in c n e l r  cosz calcclazions. cowever, state 
cnemploymenz coscs will not be include2 in DoD component 
c3sz zzzlyses since such costs result only indirecrly from 
S X q C  aczio~s and w o n l d  no: Se 5orne by 303. 

o Costs zo other Federzl Aaencies zn2 S t z t e  and Local 
Govrrnments In gexeral, DoD components need not consider 
costs or savings to other federal agencies and state and 
local governments in their calculations of 5X.W 95 costs and 
savings. 

There are, however, a limited number of circumstances when 
DoD components should include the costs of 9RhC 95 acrions to 
other 'ederal Agencies in their cost calculations. Costs to 
other Federal Agencies should be included only when they are 
measuraSle, identifiable costs that DoD would incur as a direct 
result of 3S.C-relzzed accions. The key distinguishing fez~ures 
of coszs to other federal agencies chat should be included is (1) 
DoD is cn~xbi~uously responsijle for paying such coszs and (2) 
such coscs would be incurred as a direcz, rather zhan in2irect, 
resulr of SRL-C actlozs. 



- r c r  e:.:amali, 15 z. 8-i.C-r~la:ed aczion ~ o c i c  r e s x l t  ii early 
terziza=io~ of a l ezse  asreemez: wi:h the General Services . .  . Ac~,:z~s=ra=ioc, azd Ehe lease agreemen: conrains a arovision thar 
reqxires Do2 zo 2 z y  a pexalcy for breakins ihe lezse, then the 
amoEnt of the penalzy should be inclcded in cost calculations. 
m i l ,  3cD comgonelcs shouid include iinemplo~xent inscrance 
coscs for which they are liable. Both of these are costs to D o D  
that result directly from 5 X i C  actions. In co~Lrast, DoD 
com?onents need nor consider cost impcts chat 3EiZ.C actions could 
nave on Federal prosrams such as MeCicare because (1) such costs 
would no: be borxe by DoD and ( 2 )  they resclt only indirecrly 
5rom SX:.C actions, or (3) resulc from Sase reEse ac~iviiies, 
wbic5 car.20~ be k z o m  during 3.XV decision-making grocesses. 

C9S?-l. -1-~alvses of Cross -S?rvice/Aaexcv Scenzrios 

Tke Milicary De~zr=nencs and Defexse Agencies will cse the 
followizg sroceixre 2cr Beveloping C03Xq rcns for closure and 
realigL~ent sce-aros involvizg more ihan one Xilicary Department 
or Defense Agency: 

. . 
o P!:lli~ry Degarimezts or Defense Agencies having cognizance 

over a iosing base in a cross-service sce~ario will idexrify 
c>e Deparrxents or Agencies which have cosnizance fcr zne 
gaining bases in the scenario. The losing base Milicary 
D~2artment will =hen task these MiliCary Depertments azd 
>.sencies co collecz the necessary gaining base C03ii;l. data. 

J Each losizg Sase 3epar:nez~ or Agency will then 2resare 2 -- % CG=.-,-. enalycis . S~-~-Lncs ~ssociazed wizh elininacee . . - -  - - . . , - - -  / - - = -  - -  - .  - - 
----=->/-------2ZS, ~ V E T ~ E Z ~  ZZC X1ESi:Z C3SLS shoz-C 5~ . - . - .  - 
- m = - - -  - -  =, - - - --- -------  - Lcsinc 3 s e  ir. =he scc,zsrlo. ,,, .-. S C E T - Z ~ ~ ~ S  -.,----eye T C T ~  =-?-z~ czf 3e;cr----- -- '------ - -  - --..---- --  .-.*=-*L " --c> 2 
-c--- - -  - 

. . - -  , z:T.ese fe~zz2fe CS5FS. rx-5 czr. zh-:en be cozs:neE - 

-. . .. 
-! -S~ZC a ZS~A- s - i ~ ~ z ~ z i z ~ ~ i c z  f z ~ c c i ~ z  ~f :he C23LL. model, - - - - - -..E .;.ccer. 

- - - ;c= --. p-. 
. - -  

-------c----.. ETCES zke  3e~erz;ne,- ,zs  and Xsencies w:-A 5e - .  . - .  
necesszzy z3 C O C Z C : ~ ~ ~ ~  sc~nzri3-speclf:~ czzz elenezzs s ~ c h  as 
eq~ipxez: zrans2ers. VILCON reqdizenezzs, cozsoliCarion savin~s, -.-- 

, DoD-tn-ide Standarc! Factcrs for CG39.A P-?alvses 

As noted in Policy Memorandum One, some stanEzrd factors 
used in the Cosz of Sase Realignment Xc~ions (COSXA) are - - . . 
s-fficiencly dizzerent to warrant DoD Compone~t-spsclf~c c o s z  . . fac:ors. xowever, mos: cf che stanZar2 faczors usee in C35ii=: 
algori='?~,s reflec: standard rates wkich should be appliee 
cocsiszently in all DoD closureireali~n~est scenarios. - - 
Xrtzc>-~enr cwo conzains zhe Do3-wide C 3 3 X Z .  s:an&rz ;actors wk;  - -&L--  -.- . . shoclB 5e iised in a&- C03Ei:. a-alyses. 



- .  _ _. . . -ro~xne.?:al ? s s z c r a z l o n  Costs 

- .  rnvlro~~nez~al ?.eszora:ion coszs a: closing bases are not to 
b e  considered in ccst of closcre calcxlazio?s. DoD has a legal 
cbligation for environmental restorazion regardless of whether a 
base is closed or realigned. Where ciosin~ or realigning 
installations have known, unique conCmination problems rewiring 
eavironmental restoration, these will be cozsidered as a 
potenrial limitation on near-ten cornunity reuse of the 
installation. 

Zn~iro?~en:al compliance costs can be a factor in a bsse 
closure or realiqxnent decision. Costs associace2 with bringing 
esisiing 2rac~ices into compliance w i ~ h  ezvlronmental rules and 
repxlatiocs can potentially be avoided t5-ez rhe base closes. 
?nvironmencal compliance costs m y  be inc~rred at receiving 
locations also, 2nd theref ore will bs esriina~ed. 

For envirorriental inpact consideraciozs, there is no need to 
uneerzake new en~iro~me~ral studies. DoD Components may use all 
available ez-v-iromental infomaZion regardless of when, how or 
for what Scr3ose iz wes collected. If 2 Dc3 Component shoxld 
choose to czcertzke a new envirormez1tz.1 stuey, tn2 siuey must . - collec: the s m e  ~nzo-rirztion from ,211 bases iz the DoD 
Ccxpo-ent's base srructure, unless the study is designed to fill . - 
czzs  - - in ~ z r z r r r . z r i c ~  so =hat ell k s e s  czz be zrez.te2 eqdzlly. . - - -  - . - ..-,cc>-.mer,z tres ;ZC-C:CES 5 SEZ.?~E 35 zk2  = T P , ~ C Z E ~ ~ ~  fc,-;nzz useE - -  c..-T-v - - -  - - -  - - c---*- - - - - - -.,L.c, -, - ---, ,-- -Z~T.T~~ZZL COZSS~-LET-C~S CT c-cs- re c r  

- .  - - - - -  - - - -?pf - - ------, .. ---- CT Er: I I 1 S ' - - ? - , Z = 1 C z .  - 

. - -  
303 C z r , ~ s z e n z s  scz~i inezsure zke ecszc7.i~ in?~~: oz . . - - \ ccr!,-nxz:Eles of 3?AC $ 2  elizrc~~ives =C rec3iiiiez~z=ions usins (, I 

z>e cozal ?otsnzi=l job change ix the eco3cr. i~ area 2nd (2)  he 
.- Lc=al gotenzizl job change 2s a percezt of economic zrea 

m ; err>loynenr. ,.,ese mezsures 'ni~hlich= +ie poze~tiel impact on 
econoir,ic area zxd also take into accmzt the size of the economic 
area. In accoia~liskin~ this task, Csmmezzs will follow the 
detailed guidance at aitachment iour. 

In oreer zo ensure consistent temiz~lo~y, DoD Com2onents - - .  . - .  
will -2se the cer:z~zions zt attack~enz zzve t3 descrije :heir - .  
T~C~IT-TI~~CSZ~SZS. 



Attachments six and seven describe gene ra l  reporting formats 
for: (1) the anticipated Do9 report to the 1995 Commission, and 
(2) Military Department and Defsnse Agency jcstification for 
their March 1, 1995, closure and realignment recommendations. 

br 
Joshua GotSaurn 
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Department of Defense 

Final Selection C r i t e r i a  w 
In selecting military installations for closure or 

realignment, the Department of Defense, giving priority 
consideration to military value (the first four criteria below), 
will consider: 

Military V a l u e  

1 -. The current and future mission requirements =d 
the impact on operational readiness of the 
De?zrtment of Defense's total force. 

The availability and condition of land, facilities 
and associated airspace at both the exisiing and 
potential receiving locations. 

The ability to accomo~ate contingency, 
mobilization, and fxture total force reqirernents 
at both the existing and potential receiving 
locations. 

G -  The cost and manpower implications. 

R e t u r n  on Investment 

- w The extect 2nd tinins of ?ote?zizl costs 2nd 
savings, includi~c =he n-x3er of yezrs ,  begi~,"?inc - - 
w l t h  zke Ezze of ccr.;le=iox of the closcre cr 
r e ~ l i ~ ~ ~ e z t ,  fer :he savizcs z o  exceee tke coszs. 

Impacts 

F - _ .  The economic im9acz c n  c~rr~uzi~ies. 

7 .  The ebility of both the existing and potential 
receiving comunities' infrastruc~ure to support 
forces, missions and personnel. 

8. The envir~~nmental im2act. 

'111 



C O B U  Standard Cost Factor Table 

The at~ached table is a lis~ing of standard cost facEors for 
use in C O E U  analyses. These faciors, defined below, are 
categorized as Joint Factors, Joint Methods and Unime Factors, 
Euriher idenzified es applicaSle to gaining or losing bases. 
Those factors not identified as a gaining or losing factor should 
be applied consistently in all closure and realignnext scenarios. 

joint Factors: Joint Factors are a reflection of stan2ard Do3- 
wide rates which should be applied consistently in 211 DoD 
closurs 2nd realicmenc sceneries. Tke value for each joint 
factor is prcvided iz r h e  table. 

;tint Ye~5ods: Tkese are cost factars t5at are arrived at in a 
sixilar mcxner  by all 303 Compcnexts, but the act.;+l value mey 
differ by Comsonert. 

U n i m e  Feciors: Ur.ique Faczors are the result of differing 
policies and methodologies bezween the Components. 

Gainlnc: Faczors a2plicaSle to 2 gaizing (recoivin~) bzse in a 
clos- re or realigmen: scenario. 

Losinc: Faczors e2plicakle to a losizg base iz a closure or 
rezligzient scezzrio. 



1 1 C f f i c e r s  M a r r i e d  I LOSING 

i 2 1 P z l i s i e d  xazziee I JoIw =HOD LOSING 

I 3 / E ; . l i s i e d  H o u s i n g  M i i c o n  I J O i N I . m O D  I GAINING 

I 4 1 o f f i c e r  ~ a 1 a . y  / O I h T  E R O D  I LOSING 
I 

[ 5 1 O f f i c e r  S Q  w/Sepende.- .rs  I J O I L T  E T 3 O D  I L C S I N G  / 
6 1 E - l i s c e d  S a l a r y  1 J O I N T E T H O D  

( 8 : k . , e r a g e  U r . e . . l o y n e z t  c o s t s  1 J O i > . T  FACTOR 1 5-71 I 

I < / LOSING 

1 7 1 E n L ~ s t e d  S;iQ w l D e p e n d e ~ ~ s  / J O I N T  E T H O D  

/ 10 ~ : * . - l l i a n  sa la ry  1 J O i X T  .?ETHOD I / LOSING 

1 LOSING 

I / 11 : C i v ~ i l i & 2  Earl:, R e : i r e ~ e z :  ) ZOIbT FACTOR ( 1 0 %  

I 

I 
1 1 3  c:-.- . I i i a n s  R e g  2 e c i - -  - - n e z i  i JOINT FACTOR 1 5% I 
/ 1 4  C i v i l i ~ ?  ?.IF ?av F a c z c r  1 J O I h T  FACTOR 1 3 9 %  1 I 

- -- 

j 15 i c i - ~ i l i a  P i e c i z e ~ e z c  P a y  Fac:or I ~ I T  FXCTOX 1 9% I 
I I 

- - . . - -  ~ c n e  Sale .?e:.>~rse ?.a=e Z C L K  ?.\CTOE / 10% I 

I 
- 

) 26  , 3-? Home V a l u e  R a r e  1 Z O T h T F A C T O R  1 2 2 . 9 %  1 
1 Z ?  '.my U o m e o w n e r  R e c  R a t e  1 ZOZX'  FACTOR 1 5% 

l . I Q L 7  

1 
/ 2 8  1 RSB %.me V a l u e  R e i m b a r e s  i 1 / LOSING 

1 2 9  REL B o r n e o w n e r  X e c  R r i e  1 UNIQLT I / LOSlNG I 
I 

1 30 i ?,??-!A S u i l k n g s  Index / J C I h Y F A C T O R  1 . 9 3  I 1 
/ 31 / SCS Index I?coula=icz) / Z C I h T  FACTOR 1 . 5 C  

/ 2 3  C z r e z a j c e r  4ck.2.1 S p a c e  ; - + - a  - -  , / i 5 2 _ ~ 7  I 1 
j j4 xct.'j.ll C ~ S t  I .TCIhTFACTGF 1 S1.25,SF 1 i 



I 

3 9  1 3 e s i ~ r :  Percezr UNIQ-3E I I G A I N I N G  I 
4 0  j SIOH I UXIQE I I GAINING / 

< 

-. / 41 , Znr-a::on 2a:e I JOIXY FACTOR 1 04 I j 1 
I 

j 4: : Cz:ingezcy I I UNZQUE 

/ 49 . Zzlis=e2 EXG Wei~t: 1 JOZFJJ FACTOR 1 9.0 00 I 

I WIBIM 
I 

I ( 5 2  27~:=3enz a a c ~ z n ~  a22 Gracing j JOIST FACTS? I :B~S/TCN I 

1 53 Y;li:nr--. L L ~  Vehicle cos:  1 ;.-I QLT 1 i L.SSIXC 1 

I 

; 5 2  1 .;.-,rerace X ~ ~ ~ Z Z T - J  Tour Sent=.% 1 LX- I Q;Z I 1 LOSIXG I 
; 5 9  ~.23.=.7-~ ?=s :os=s  I t3-1 QLY i LOSZXC- ! I 



- - -, 2 .-,-gk: Ccst P e r  yon-?-?lle 
I 1 ;CI\.-T 'ACTCR I 5.07 



Environmental Impact Considerations 

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL, CONSEQUENCSS 

RESULTING FROM CLOSURE/REALIGNMENT ACTION AT: 

Installation Name Locat ion 

i z r s v i d e  a s,&.ar\i szzzomexc a z d  s:aixs f o r  h e  fz l lowixp - - ervironrnenza? a t z r i b ~ ~ e s  ac E C C ~  i ~ s ~ a l l a t i o ; .  zrreczed by t h e  . . 
closxre,'reilicnmen-me acz ion ,  i z c l u 2 i n g  r e c e r v r . ; ~  i ~ s z z l l z ~ i s ~ s .  
Thess key e n v i r o ~ ~ ~ e n c a l  a t t r ; -  - & c t e s  a r e  xo t  rnear.~ zo be a l l  
" c l c s i v e .  Ochers m s y  be adce9 e s  e ) p r o a r i a t e . )  

O rn -nreatened/Endangered - Species  

o S e n s i t i v e  X ~ ~ ~ E Z C S  azd Wezlaz2s 



(; CID.A\CE FOR APPLl'I\(;  T H E  ECO\O\ l IC  I\lP.ACT CRITERIOZ 
I T H E  1995 BASE RE.ALlG\ \ lEST .4\D CLOSCRE I B R A C  91) PROCESS 

The purpose of this ariachment is ro provide suidance for applying the economic impact 
criterion i n  decision making processes for the Depwmenr of Defense's lQ95 recornmendaaons to 
ihe Defense Base Closcre and Realignmenr Commission. The goal of this guidance is to apply thc 
economic impact m r c i o n  i n  a reasonable. fair. consisient. and auditable manner that complies 
u,irh swtutory and regularon. requirements. This guidance supcrsecies the = widance issued on 
April 4, 1994. by [he C h a ~ ~ a n  of the Joint Cross-Sc-ice Group on Economic Impact. 

The Defenw Bdse Closurc and Realipnnlenr .Act iPL lo! - 5  10. as amended) states that the 
rscommsndarions of rhs Sccre:ary of Defense for closure or realignment of installations must be 
based on a force-simcx~re plan and final sslccrion cnreria. "The cconomic impaci on 
communirics" is the six:h find selrcrion criterion. 

The Joinr Cross-Senice Group on Economic Impact. which was ss~ablished by the 
Deput! Sscre~niy of Dcienss (Januar!. 7 .  1994. memorandum on 1995 3a je  Realignments and 
Closurcr IBRAC 95)). u2s rlskec to provide nuidance to DoD C o n o n e n t s  on how to calculate - 
cconomic impdc!. The Depur) Secret&-! of Defense directed ihc joir: Cross-Sewice Group on - ~ s o n o m i c  Imps::: Wlw 

. .  . ";o cj[z'=iis;; .;- 0!8, - . - ' ,7-  . . 
. . -  ,-. L -  ..... S 507 .X~C?SU-SC Zc3nOZ;iC imza ; :  2-2.  :: o:a;:!czjjc, - ; : . :  10 z n ~ j > z e  ~ 0 2  C ~ i ~ J o n * - .  -.I: - - p i -  L - b ~ , i . . 3 ~ n ~ 2 n ~ ~ ~  . . 

. . . .  
c n c e r  :nose fu!celincs: a n i  ro aevclop 2 process for znai>*zir_r .!:cmativc ;]osurcs 
oi re2iigiimen:s necrrs::-.:ed 5 )  cu~iu1a:ive economic :m?ac: cons:dcrrnons. if 
neccssL-.r;. 

,$ PPLIC.4 TIOW O F  T H E  ECOXO.MIC I.WP.4 CT CRITERIO:V 

In  developing recommendations for BRAC 95 closures and realignments, DoD * 
Components shall consider the economic impact. to inciude the curnularive economic impac:, on 
communities. The final selection cnrena. however. state that pnoriry consideration will be given 
to m i l i t q  value--the first four final selection criteria. 



mlv DoD Com?oncnrs shall reasure the esonomlc inpac: on comrnunirlcs of BR.AC 95 
aIrern3rives and recor;ir;~rndsrlons using ( 1  J the roral potsnrial job change in the economic area 'I) 
and ( 2 )  total potrntial job change as a percent of total--miliran, and civilian--jobs in the economic 
area. These measures highlight the potential economic impact on economic areas and also take 
into account the site of each economic area. 

The Joinr Cross-Servicc Group on Economic i i n~ac r  shall review and approve DoD 
Component sssignments of each military insullarion ro a particular econorrric area. For 
install~rions !ocared i n  nsrropolirsn suristical sreas (>IS.As), zs defined by the Office of 
34ma:emenr and Budget. the economjc are3 is generally the ?VISA. For ins:allations located in 
nor.nlr:iopoI~ian lreLs, rns econonic are3 is zenerdly the counry in which the installation is 
locarcd. I n  some crissh. the economic ares is defined as a multi-counry, non-%ISA area. The 
cntcria listed at .Anncts .-I ro this atrachmenr shall be used ro guide ;he assignment of insuiiarions 
ro sconomic sreah. These definitions of economic are? take into account the area where most of 
[he insral1;lrion's e m p l o ~ ~ e s  l i \ ~  and mosr of the labor-market impacts and economic adjusrment 
will occ~lr. (This guidancr uses rhe term "economic are.." I n  earlisr BR.AC rounds. this concept 
was also referred ro as "region of influence.") 

DoD Compone~rs  umii! have the opportunlry 10 identify, based on cexiiied data. changes in 
rns assignmeni of ! ~ ~ i ~ ! i ~ r i ~ n ~  ro e c o n o ~ ~ i c  xeas.  Such changes uiil be reviewed and appr~ved  
5). the Joint Cross-Sen-::e Group on Econoxic I q a c : .  111, 
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- - , - o r - -  a,.-,.- -,- I r a . :  ,hr3Pc.3 
. . . . . ;. -..-1. - C C . . a I : . I -  ...-.. ; I - 1 -  2 3R.AC 05 :i?s;1:~ o: :z2!!2nxpn; is :~r rs ;c t~rC.  D o 3  

Com?oncnrs s h i i  idtnri-;!. the i o t ~ !  ?o:rniid job chsnge i n  !he economic 2nd :z]cu!atc the . . .  . . ,. . .. :or21 ?orentin! jot c x n g e  ?ercc:1;age by a:vlcing !o:si porezrir?i job changes by rozi--r;Lili:ar;, and 
. ... . . c!\.!!:~n--iobs :r; : r? t  t:onon:ic rircz. 

Total potenrial job change shall be drfinec 2s the sun1 oiairecr and inairec: por~,nrial job 
changes for each BR.AC 95 closure or realignment alrenative or recommendation. 

Direct job changes shall be defined 2s h e  sum of the net addition or loss of jobs for each 
of tne foliowing categories of personnel: 

.MiIirary Personnel. Pennane3t aurhorizarions for officer and enlisted personnel. 
Trainers shall be included on an mnual average basis. For example, members of 
the Guard and Reserve who serve full time (i.e., AGRs, TARS, etc.) should be 
included. Memkrs  of rhe Guard and Resene who serve part time (during c: 

weekends. during rwo-weeks a yea; for active dury mining. etc.) should no: be 
included. 



. Do9 .;\ I , I J : I  m p i o !  t:t, P t n m n s n :  ~u tho~ .z~ : !ons  for appropnatcd fund DoD 
C I L  : ~ I J ~ I  e::lpio) ectb uct 10 bt !ncludctd 3s direcr jobs. Direc: jocs do not ~ ~ i l ~ d t i .  
non-~ppropri~red fund 3c:lvlt:es. v. n~ch  are neared under lndirecr jobs. 

On-Bass Con:r3c:ors. Conuacrors that work on the install~tion in direcr support 
of the installation's key mllrary missions. These estimates should reflect an annual 
estimate on a full-rime equivalency basis. 

As described in rhe section enrirled "Responsibiliries" below, the Xlilirary D e p m e n t s  and 
[he Defense .Agencies will bc responsible for ~ r o v i d n g  direct job changes. Only job changes 
directly associated with base closures and realignments are ro bs included 3s direc: job chanzes. 
Direct job changes shall nor reflect job changes that result from planned force structure changcs. 

Indi-ect job changes shall be defined 2s the ne: addition or loss of jobs in each aEected 
economic are3 that could porenrially occur as a result of direct job changes. As descAbed in [he 
szcrion enrirled "Responsibilitizs" below, :he Office of the Depury Assisrant Secetary of Defense 
for Insrallations shall provide facrors (mulripliers) rhat. when mulriplied by the direcr job changes. 
u,ill provide potenrial indirscr job changes. 

Aurhoritarive source5 shall be used ro determine rotal--military and civilian--jobs in 
economic areas. 

.WEA SL'RES OF CL:ML'L4 T N E  ECO!yOMIC I:WP.-I CT 

During BR.4C 95, DoD components shall consider rhe curnularive econorxic impact on 
:oi;?muniiiss for rscornr,:sn5t:! i?s:z!ia:ic:: clcssrss 2,16 rez!ic?:.r?.s::s zs a,  of :he ecanoiaic 

. . 

,--..-. ; . . . + , r i L  02 c o m ~ u ~ l i t i e s  ~r::cnon. C u x u i s r i v p ,  e c o n o ~ i c  i ~ ? a c ;  shsil k :or.s;c:rc2 . . on1y zs ?ZY of 
. .  . . - .  . . 

.13 $1 . -  2. .  LLorlozllc :np2:: ::;;tz27,. :i:: :s 2 E C  3: :7!t 2:rz:  se:ez507. :+:c::2. 

Cu5~112:i\ s s z o n o r ; ; ~ ~  ix?ac; o; z comuni r> ,  snzll be 2eEneC in two different wa,s: 

.--. rlrs:. rne c x r ; l u i ~ a v c  economc 1r;lFac: on an economic ar:a of a DoD Componen:'~ 
BR.AC 95 r~cornmcnda:ions. plus the iurure cconomi: impacrs (i-c., economic 
impacts that nave no1 yer betn realizedj of decisions of all DoD Components from 
DoD-wide B R A C  88, BRAC 91, and BRAC 93 rounds (hereafter "prior BRAC 
rounds"): and 

Second, the cumulative economic impact on economic areas when more than one 
DoD component recommends a BRAC 95 closure or realignment in rhar economic 
area, plus the future economic impacts of decisions from prior BRAC rounds. 

These calculations will account for circumsrances in which blsing decisions in one BRAC 
round h a x  becn cnangcd i n  a subsequenr BR.4C round. 



Thc ~ ~ r r u l r ? r ! \  c c.i.orlonllc I-2 . i~:  o i  ~ c : ~ o n \  that h s ~ e  a!rc~c\  a k a -  L . 2  ? ; ~ c T  lj 3 r e s ~ i t  af 
Frlor BR.4C iound\ ( I  t . h 2 ~ c  ~ i r e ~ d )  3irsc:t-d economc x e 3  ri.;;.,cioymsr,;~ **111 'be zons~dered 
undrr: "Hlsionc Erononllc DLI:J" OISLUSXC! below. 

Ct~m~113rive Economic Irnpac! Pricrr BR.4C Roundc, 

DoD Components s h l l  include in their consideration of recomnen&:ions the cumuladve 
futurc economic impact of prior BR-AC rounds. 

\'hen BRAC 95 alternatives occur i n  rhe same economic areas rhz: have BR.AC-relared 
azrions from the prior B R A C  rounds. DoD Components shall review their ~ e c o m e n d a d o n s  by 
t d a n s  into accoun! the cumulative furure ~conomic impac! of prior BR.4C rounds. The 
cgmulative economic impacr of actions that have already cccurred from pfior BR.AC rounds (i.e., 
have already affecred econon~lc ares smplo)~menr) will be considered i n  rhe "Hisroric Economic 
Dutrt" seciion belou. 

DoD Componenrs shall consider [he cumuiative economic impacts of prior BRAC rounds 
[hat have not yet uksn  p i ~ c e  by ensuring that the measures for economic iinpacr (total potential 
joc chrinse in the econon~ic area and toid potential job change as a percent of total--milimi and 
civilian--jobs in the sconornic  are^) includt total porential job changes ihai have not yet taken 
piace from prior BRAC rounds DoD-u.idr. 

Cumul~t ivs  economic impact will be considered within the overall car,:exr of the a;=provd 
. . 

se!sc~ion cntenz. Such 3 revlew shall be conducred so that rhe cumui~tive s c o n o ~ i c  impact of 
. . prior BR.AC rounds will be considered only 2s pan of the economic i n ~ ~ a c ;  czrenon. which shall 

." 7 " - 7  
- .  . . > .  . . .&. ,, be ;0;1sidzre6 2s 3 2 ; :  cl: :nc t :gn: se!ecrlor: cnteza. 

The Joinr Cross-Senric: Group on Econornic Impact wiIl xview :he SRAC 95 
recommendations submitted by the Secretaries of the Military D e p m e n r s  and the Directors of 

, the Defense Agencies to the Secretzry of Defense. During this review, the Joint Cross-Service 
Group shall identify economic arezs with multiple proposed BRAC 95 actions. 

The Joint Cross-Servicc Group on Economic Impact shall direct the appropriate DoD 
Components to revieu their recommendations submitted to the Secretary of Defense when there 
are multiple BRAC 95 recommendations in the same economic area thar were not considered in 
the development of their recommendz~ions. 



Dc73 Cc!r.;;.c~nc:l!\ u : I !  ihen rr:i\xs.; :he11 "b.4C 95 rccommend~rions by :aknz  :nro 
account [he curnciaii~r s:onomic: ~ n p c :  of :nc;t mui~ipi t  BR.AC 95 recommcndarions and by 
cnsunng [hat rhs r n s ~ u ~ r e s  for econom~c irnprlc! for [he economic area ithe rota1 potential job 
change in rhe economic area 2nd rhe [oral potential job change as a percent of total--mil i tq  and 
c~vilian--jobs in the sconcmlc area) include the cumulative economic impact of multiple BRAC 95 
recommrndadons. as well as thc cumulative future economic impact of prior BRAC rounds. 

Such a =view shall be conducted so rhat the cumulative economic impact of multiple 
BRAC 95 recommendations will ix considered as 7x1 of ihe economic impact criterion, which 
shall i n  t u n  be considered as p a n  of [he eight selec;ion criteria. DoD Components will complete 
such reviews expediriousi~ i n  order to faciliute compliance with staturon, deadlines for BR.AC 
actions. 

DoD Components may consider alternative closures and realignments, or mitigating 
actions. during this ievleu. After :he review is complete. DoD Componenrs will report back to 
!he Jo~nr Cross-Service Group on Economic Impac:, wirh a recommendation as to whether or not 
ro change [heir iniriril recommendrtrions. 

Thc csistencc or' nulripiz Bil.AC 95 recon:mendarions i n  an economic area shall nor, by 
itself. cause ;1 recor:imrndxrion io be changed. 

HISTORIC ECO.VO:blJC: D.4 T,4 

DoD Cornpor.snr5 shnl! consider the meascres described above, viewed in the contexr of 
his~ofic econo~iic  d;!r~. i n  ap~ iy ing  :he eco~omic  impact criterion. Historic data will, among 

. . 
o:he: rnlngs. allow for considcrzrion of the csmulzrive economic impzcts tha! have aircady 

, .  . 
,-.--,,-a? 

. - -  ----. .L, ::.s.. r . 2 ~  k-sx!. 2::t::cL ~ C O ~ I O C I C  zrzz e:?ioy~?.eni'i PS 2 result of prior 3 R X C  
---nni ~ E C ~ C S C  CCTTUZ:I:PS ez~ncrnies  are so compies. ii is difiicul! TO separzre the effecrs of --.. - a , - .  -- r:;o; B2.J.C acrions fxn rnc effects of other economic factors. To address this analytical 

difiicuit!,. DoD Cor;.iponenrs snall use historic data to consider rhe general conditions of 
c~n r ;~u r , i r i e s '  economies. Consider,ng the gcnerzi conditions of communities' economies will tzke 
!nro accour,; rhc cuizu!a;ive econor,;ic impacts :hat have already occurred due to prior BRXC 
aztions. as we!; 2s the economic impact of otner factors unrelated to BRXC accions. 

Historic economic shall defined include the following: 

b n o m i c  area civilian employment (1 984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic area civilian employment, absolute and percent (198.1 
to 1993,. 
Economic area per capita personal income (1981 to 1992) 
Annuallztd change in economic area per capita personal income, absolute and percenr 
(1984 10 1993). and 
Econon~c  arza uncmpioyment rates ( !  982 to 1993). 



Thr Of?7cr of' rhc Dc;.uri -\\,~,:.lnr Sc~:c:ar, sf Sefcnse for !n\r~llanons ~ 1 1 1  p ro~ lde  h~s ;onc  
ddra. i r o n  ~urhor~ra!!\e \oi!:cei, ro rhc \111113:. Depx:mcnrs and Defense Agencies. 

w w 
L ' S l  \'G \I  E4SL'RE.S 1.YD HISTORIC ECO.FO.\.IlC D.4 T.4 

This guidance docs nor establish threshold values for measures and historic economic dara. 
Rather. DoD components will use the measures m d  historic economic data for relative 
compnisons of h e  econonic impacls and cumularive economic impacts of recommendations. 

Joint Croqs-Sewice Group on Economic Imnact 

The Joint Cross-Sen-ice Group on Economic Impact shall analyze DoD Component 
recommendnrions and preliminnr). candidates to ensure that they are developed in accordance with 
this guidance. and shn11 monitor implementation of this and any additional guidance on economic 
impacr rh31 may be issued. The Joint Cross-Sewice Group on Economic Impact shall also carry 
our orher analyses requested b! the B R A C  95 Review Group or Steering Group. 

Tne Joint Cross-Service Group will work closely with DoD Components to resolve issues. 
Issues thn r  the Join: Cross-Se:.*ice Group and DoD components cannot resolve wil! be referred io 
the BR.4C 95 Steering Group. 

I U v  

-. 
1 ne office of ;ne DASD (Insrrllarions) shall provide to the Military Depnments and 

Defense Agencies a B R A C  05 Economic Impacr Database tool that will contain the following: 

A lisring of DoD instsllaiions 
Tine economic area ro which each installanon has be=n assigned 
Factors (mulripliers) to esrimate potential indirect job changes 
Historic economic dara to include: 

Economic area civilian empio>ment (1984 to 1993) 
Annualized change in economic m a  civilian employment, absolute and pcrccnt 
( 1981 to 1993) 
Economic area per capita personal income (1984 to 1992) 
Annualized change in economic a m  per capita personal income, absolute and 
percent ( 1  983 to 1092), and 
Economic are3 unen.~ploymenr ;ares t 1984 to 1993) 



Thc c>phl i~r !  !o  alcularr  rhc masurrs  :'or ccononic :mpac: 37? ~umulrltive 
ctconornlc irnpac: d e s c n k d  i n  this guidmcr based on :hc :nform~non provided b\. :he 
>l~l;:a?.  Dt.p;r;z:snrs and Defense Xgencirs 

3filira;v Deoanrnenr5 and rhs Defense .Accncie~ 

The Pc-tilitary Departments and rhe Defense Agencies shall provide and enter into the DoD 
BR.AC 95 Economic Impact Database: 

Currenr Base Personnel: As discussed above on page 3, this daia will reflect projecred 
billets and posilions as of the sran of FY 1996 for Officers, Enlisted, hlilirary 
Studrnrs, Civilians. and Conrracrors, net of planned force strucrure changes. 

Job Changes (Our ): the number of authorizarions for DoD civiiian. m i l i r ~ i  (in 
rrain~ng srarus), miiirary (nor in raining s:arus), and on-base conuactor jobs ro be 
relocared ;ind/or disesrablished under each alrernative and recommendarion, by 
insrai1:irion. as a resulr of BRXC acrions, both for DoD Component proposed 
BR.AC 95 actions and for actions yet to be realized [i.e.. furure, from prior BRXC 
rounds. by fiscal ye::. from 1994 through 2001: 

Job Changes (In): the numk: of authorizstions for civilian. m i i i r q  (in mining - status), 
military (nor i n  rrsining status) and on-base conrracror jobs being gained under eacn 
alrenarive and recommendarion, by insiallaiion, as a result of BR.4C acrions, both for 
all proposed BR.4C 95 acrions and for ac:ior.s ye: ro bc rtalizei ( i . ~ . ,  furure) from 
pno: BRAC rocncs. 'c!. fiscal vex ,  from 1994 ihrough 2001. 'w 

. . - - .  . - .  . .  
E c c ~ L ; ~  0; :he c!::Ic~~!I!~ O: 03:21nlr:c B f C U ; ? i t  C S ~ T ; I E I S .  :OT.C:C:~ : ;~~  2,:: 2nd i n s  n z y  :& 
a g r r ~ r a ~ c C  -- - into c s i n g i r  - - vc-r. 

DoD Conponenrs will provide !he pro-iecrec job chznges from ;;nc: BRAC rounds and 
currenr personnel data ro rhe O f i c c  of rhe Depury Xssisianr Secre:ary of Defense for Ins~allarions. 
i n  identifying pro!ectra j o ~  chrlngrs zssociared wirh prior i j i i . iC acrions. :he DoD Componenrs 
shall use plans [hat are consistent wirh :he P~esident's Fisca! Y e x  1905 3 ~ d g r : .  

The Military Deparrmenrs and the Defense Agencies shall col!xt infomation as necessaq 
, for rhe compurer-based 1001. Such data shall be collecred and handled in accordance with :he 

Internal Control Plan of the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic Impact a d  the respective 
Internal Control Plans of each Military Department and the Defense .Agencies. 

Shonly airer submitring recommendations and preliminary candidates ro the Secretary of 
Defense, rhe Milinry Deparrmenrs and Defense Agencies shall provide ro rhe Joinr Cross-Service 
Group on Econonic Impacr computer files from the Economic Impact Databzse for their 
BR.4C 95 reco~;?n-nendarions and prelimina? candidates. 



DETEKMINATION OF ECONOMIC AREAS 

In response to changes by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in 
metropolitan area definitions related to the 1990 Census, and a review of earlier 
BRAC economic area definitions, the Joint Cross-Service Group on Economic 
Impact h a  established h e  following mles to guide the assignment of installations 
to economic areas for BR.AC 95: 

I .  The economic area should include residences of ~ 6 e  majority of the military 
and civilian employees at the acivity. 

3 -. An economic area is generally defined as a meaopoliun s~atistical area 
(MSA) or a non-L1S.A count!*(s) unless there is evidence ro support some other 
definition. 

3. In  those cases where OMB's 1993 redefinition of an MS.4added counties 
which increxsed the ,MS.A popularion by 10 percent or more, then con~inue to use 
the old MSA definition unless ccnified residency data shows tha; :he new MSA 
dcfinirion is more appiopriare. w 
4 . .  . .  
-?. .A- econcizic z-r; should oniy *k rxprnacc :c :.;c:ccc a2 additional couniy 
;;,: .. ,n, P -P .,sclring perx9:?_r: i n c e ~ s e  In . tnz . .?urn5c: of ezsloyee residences included 

, . . . 
ir. :h: sx;;noec ~:s:oni.- x s c  ij E:CE!:T [hzn : 5 ~  ;ess::::t: ;:;:n;;gz increase in - - 
the rota1 ernpjoymenr of the expanccd economic 2-er. 

5.  1ns:alls:ions in the same couny shouic 'be i n  :he same economic area. 

6. 1; ihe economc 2-2 wns previously cc5ncd (in ??.or 3RAC rounds) 2s a 
non-MSA counry(s). i t  should conrlnuc to be tnar counqt. even if that counry has 
now becn incorporated into an MSA. 



Base R e a l i v m e n t  &,?d Closure Definitions 

Close 
?.11 missicns cf the Sase will cease or be relocated. All 

gerszF-qel (military, civilian and contractor) will either be 
elininazed or relocated. The ectire base will be excessed -d the 
proserty dispcsed. Note: A caretaker workforce is possible to 
bridge between closure (missions ceasing or relocating) and 
property disposal which are separate actions under Public Law 101- 
5iO. 

Close, Except 
The vzsc majority of the missions will cease or be relocated. 

Over 9 5  perzent of che military, civilian and contractor personnel 
will either be eliminzted or relocated. All but a small portion of 
the Sase wlll be excessed and the property disposed. The small 
pcrzion retained will often be facilities in an enclave for use by 
the reserve component. Generally, active component manageme-t of 
the 5ase will cease. Outlying, unmanned ranges or training areas 
recalned f c r  reserve comTonent use do not count against the 'small 
porticn retzine6". Agz in ,  closure (missions ceasing or relocating) 
an2 ;roper::J Zisposal are separate actions unaer Public Law 101- 
510. 

Realiqn 
Some missions of che base will cease or be relocated, but 

others will rencin. The active component will still be host of the 
remaizing scrtion of the base. Only a porEion of the base will be 
excessed ar2 the properzy dis?osed, wich realigment (missions 
ceasinl; or relocatins) zz.d property disgosal being seperate actions 
u - d r r  2ublic Law 101-51C. In czses where the base is both gaining . -  . 
ar.2 losins r.issions, =he bzse is being realianec L= :t will - ~>~~rLez.ce r r?ez re&:cz:=r: of 303 civilien perscxsel. --. * - \  suck . .  - ~ ~ = . ~ ~ = ~ = = - ' ,  1: - " ' ^ C "  - - - - - -  . - - I, r - 3 - - - c  -lCi 23 ;ro?erty w:,- be excessee. 

- - r.c-occte. 
The ze-7, -2~26 z 3  cescrike the  mzvenen: . . .  

ac=:v:zzes frsz 2 clzsing c r  redigzing base 
sissions, =?its 
zzocner bzse . 

-7, < , . . L---~s 63 zct ree-~gn frcr :: closing or a reali~r,lnc base to c?o=her 
bzsr, =bey rel~tzze. 

Receiving Bass 
h base whick receives missions, units or activities relocazing 

f z ~ m  a closing or reeliv-ing base. In cases where the Sase is both . . , ga~nlng and losing missicns, the base is a receivina base if it 
will e~erience a net increase of DoD civiliili? personnel. 

Xothball, Lsnway 
Terns usea when retention of facilities and real estate at a 

cl~sing or realigning base are necessary to meet the mobilization 
o r  ccncingency needs of Defense. Bases or portions of bases 
'mot>3alleCw will nor be excessed and eispose2. It is ~ossi3le 
t S s y  cocld 5e leased f ~ r  interin econonic uses. 

I=lactivats, Disestablish 
T e n s  used to describe planzed acriozs which 2irectly affecr . . .  

nissixs, u z i ~ s  or ac=lv:r~es. "i~hcer wincr are inac:iva:e?, 
bzses are closed. 
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param FV: Air-Veh Mun 
X A - 5 0 8 8 

X B - 7 0 7 1 

X-C 6 8 5 8 
X-D 
X-E 
Y A  - 5 7 5 4 
Y E  - 7 2 

y-C 8 8 

y-= 
Y-z 

Z-A 8 1 72 
2-3 9 2 
z C - 7 5 
2-3 8 6 
z 2 - 

Avion Mis 
3000 

Sat :I 

Avion Mis 

param X Q  := 

Air - Vek 9463 
k? 5503 

E-Cmbt 3234 
Avion 3775 
Mis 3743 
Sac 2480; 

# Banded military values for each site. 
# 3 is good, 1 is bad. 

Sat := 

Page 2 



NAME OF RECOMKENDATION .. - - " - 
(9-g., Name of ~ctivity/Facility/Iasta~~ation, [state]) 

7 - 
9 -  

~econrm-dation: Describe what 
functions, activities, units, 
eliminated or relocated; ident 
applicable; and describe funct 
organizations that will remain 
applicable. 

is to be closed and/ 
or organizations that 
ify the reeeivifig ins 
ions, activities, uni 
on the installacion, 

or 
. wi 
tal 
ts, 
if 

realign 
11 be 
lations 
or 

ed: 

Justification: Explain the reasons for the recomendatlon: i.e., 
force structure reductions; mission transfer, consolidation, 
collocation, or eliminecion; excess capacity; cross-servicing; 
e c c .  , as applicable. 

Return on Investment: Include the total estimzted one-time costs 
of implementing the recommendation, expected total one-time 
savings during the implementation period, expected annual 
recurring savings afcer implementztion with return on inveszment 
years, and the net presezt value of costs and savings over d 
twenty year period, Emress costs and savings in FY 1996 
constant dollars. 

-pact: Describe the impact the recomnendarion could have 
local communityls economy in terms of to:al potential job . . ( c l r e c t  a d  indireci) in &solute tens and as a percentag . . 
e~gloyment in the econcxic area. DesczlDe t h e  inpact the 
recommendation could h ~ v e  on the environment. 

on- t h e  
change 
e of 
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Place the disk containing the COBRA archive into a floppy drive and type 
either "A:INSTALLW or llB:INSTALL1l (depending on whether the floppy is located 
in the "Aw or "BW drive), then press <ENTER>. 

The COBRA installation program will then display two pieces of information, 
and a menu. The information which it will display is the current directory in 
use by MS-DOS, and the amount of free space in that directory. COBRA will not 
be installed in any directory with less than one megabyte of free space. The 
information and menu will be displayed in the following format: 

The current directory is: C:\DOS\ 
The current directory has 43,814,912 bytes free. 

Press <I> to put COBRA files in current directory 
Press <2> to put COBRA files in C:\COBRA 
Press < 3 >  to change to a different directory 
Press <EX> to cancel COBRA installation 

Pressing <I> will cause COBRA/ADDER to be installed in the current directory if 
there is sufficient free space on the disk. If there is not, the program will 
j -m you so and return to the menu. If an old version of COBRA is already in 
tfvdirectory, those program and system files will be overwritten. 

Pressing <2> will install COBRA/ADDER in a directory named nC:\COBRAn. If 
there is no tlC:\COBRA1t directory, the installation program will create it. As 
with option <I>, it will check for available disk space and will overwrite any 
old COBRA system and program files. If Microsoft Windows is installed but NOT 
running, COBRA and ADDER icons may be added to the desktop. 

Pressing c3> will allow the user to change the current drive and directory. 
The user will be asked to enter the new drive and directory (such as ttD:\COBn). 
If the directory does not exist, the installation program will create it. If 
for some reason the directory cannot be created (such as a write-protected or 
non-existant disk), the program will inform you so and return to the menu. The 
user should now press <I> to complete the installation in the new drive and 
directory. 

Pressing <ESC> will cancel the COBRA/ADDER installation and return the user to 
MS-DOS. When COBRA has been successfully installed using options <I> or <2>, 
the user will be returned to the DOS prompt, in the directory to which COBRA 
has been installed. Enter "COBRAw to run COBRA, or "ADDERn to run ADDER. 

If you have any problems installing COBRA/ADDER v5.08, please call 
R&K Engineering, Inc., at (703) 683-7100. 
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KEY PEOPLE 
LOGISTICS/LOCATIONS 
OBJECTIVES 
SCHEDULE 

INTRODUCTION t o  COBRA 
THE MANUAL 
BACKGROUND 
CAPABILITIES AND OPERATIONS 
INSTALLATION of COBRA V5.01 

OPERATING COBRA 
INITIATING COBRA 
THE MAIN MENU 
HELP 

Viewing Help 
Printing Help 
Context-Sensitive Help 
Files in Use 
On-Screen Calculator 
On-Screen Calendar 
Changing COBRA Set-Up 

FILE 
Loading Saved Data 
Saving Current Data 
File Directory 
Clearing the Data Sei 
Deleting Saved Data 
Loading Standard F- actors 
Saving Standard Factors 
DOS Shell/Change Directory 
Exiting COBRA 

DATABASE 
Loading Base(s) 
Saving Base(s) 
LoadingISaving Distances 

INPUT DATA 
REPORTS 
WINDOWS 
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DATA INPUT 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 3 - GENERAL SCENARIO 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN P - DISTANCE TABLE 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 3 - MOVEMENT TABLE 
DATE ENTRY SCREEN 4 - BASE INFORMATION (STATIC) 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 5 - BASE INFORMATION (DYNAMIC) 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 6 - BASE INFORMATION (PERSONNEL) 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 7 - BASE INFORMATION (CONSTRUCTION) 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 8 - BASE INFORMATION (UNIQUE ACTIVITIES) 
DATA ENTRY SCREEN 9 - EXPLANATORY NOTES 
STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 1 - PERSONNEL 
STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 2 - FACILITIES 
STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 3 - TRANSPORTATION 
STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 4 - CONSTRUCTION 

REPORTS 
Generating Reports (Running COBRA) 
Viewing a Report 
Printing a Report 
Deleting a Report 
Viewing or Printing a Group of Reports 

'cylr Saving a Group of Reports 
Deleting a Group o f  Reports 

REPORT OUTPUT 
REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT 
NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT 
APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT 
ONE-TIME COST REPORT 
RPMAIBOS CHANGE REPORT 
BOS, LAND, SF, AND RPMA DELTAS REPORT 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT 
PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT 
PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT 
PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT 
INPUT DATA REPORT 
SCENARIO ERROR REPORT 

PRACTICAL EXERCISE 
MODIFY EXISTING SCENARIO 
CREATE A SCENARIO 

COURSE CRITIQUE 
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COBRA 
INSTRUCTION 
OBJECTIVES 

UNDERSTAND HOW TO OPERATE 
COBRA 

Qw' UNDERSTAND DATA INPUT TO 
COBRA 

UNDERSTAND REPORTS OUTPUT BY 
COBRA 



COBRA 
CHARACTERISTICS 

CALCULATES COSTS & SAVINGS OF 
USER DEFINED SCENARIO 

A COMPARATIVE TOOL, NOT AN 
OPTIMIZER 

USES READILY AVAILABLE DATA 

CALCULATES COSTS & SAVINGS 
OVER TWENTY YEARS (OR MORE) 

USES BASE-YEAR DOLLARS, EXCEPT 
IN NPV AND APPROPRIATION 
REPORTS 



COBRA 
CALCULATIONS 

COSTS OF OPERATING AT CU~RRENT 
LOCATION(S) 

PERSONNEL COSTS (SALARIES, VHAIBAQ) 
OVERHEAD (BOS, RPMA, ADMlN SPT) 

COSTS OF MOVING TO NEW 
LOCATION(S) 

CONSTRUCTION (NEW, RENOVATION) 
PCS COSTS (TRAVEL, HAPIRSE) 
TRANSPORTATION (FRIGHT, VEHICLES. SPECIAL 

EQUIPMENT) 
PERSONNEL (SEVERANCE, UNEMPLOYMENT, 

HIRING) 

COSTS OF OPERATING AT NEW 
LOCATION(S) 

PERSONNEL COSTS (SALARIES, VHAIBAQ) 
OVERHEAD (BOS. RPMA, ADMIN SPT) 



COBRA 
CAL'CU LATIONS 

Break 
Even 
Year 

ROI Pe r i od  

S a v i n g s  

Years  



COBRA 
ASSUMPTIONS 

ALL ACTIONS ARE COMPLETE IN SIX 
YEARS 

NO COSTS OR SAVINGS .FROM - 
7 

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES 
V - f 

CONSTRUCTION SUPPORTS NEW 
BRAC ACTIVITY ONLY 



COBRA 
DEVELOPMENT 

1988 LOTUS 1-2-3 COBRA (USAF) 
STANDARDIZED 
CUMBERSOME 

1991 . COBRA V1.42 (R&K) 
COMPUTER MODEL 
LIMITED SCENARIOS 
USER "INDIFFERENT" 

1993 COBRA V4.00 (R&K) 
EXPANDED SCENARIOS 
BETTER ALGORITHMS 
USER FRIENDLY 

1994 COBRA V5.01 (R&K) 
BETTER AND FASTER ALGORITHMS 
OUTPUT REPORTS SIMPLIFIED 
BETTER - ERROR TRAPPING AND DISPLAY 
ADDER COMPANION MODULE TO COBRA 



SCENARIO CAPABILITIES 
COBRA V1.42 

- -- 

COBRA V 5 . 0 1  



C O B R A  
DATA INPUTS 

IATA ENTRY SCREENS 
General Scenario Base Dynamic 
Distances Base Personnel 
Movements Base MILCON 
Base Static Base Unique 

End Notes 
/ 

STANDARD FACTORS 
a Personnel 

Facility Construction 
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PRACTICAL EXERCISE 
ACTION 

1. Change Discount Rate to 15%. 

Change Discount Rate to 5%. 

Change Inflation Rate to 4% 
with Discount Rate at 5%. 

2. Change Facilities Shutdown at 
Ft. Deluxe to 10,000,000 SF. 

Change the Caretakers at Ft. 
Deluxe to zero. 

3. Account for remaining positions 
at Ft. Deluxe by moving the 
following to Camp Frozen: 

160 more Officers 
160 more Enlisted 
660 more Civilians. 

9c. , . he& a ~ r u r . l l ? ~  Guarce r  ,:,:3C 
SF each; car-szr-~crlor- re~ciremc-z 
zt Can? Frozec. 

kac z 100b3achelor 3uarzere ( i S 5  
SF each) construction require men^ 
at Camp Frozen. 

5. Add a 2 mile Runway (60 ft wide) 
construction requirement at Ft. 
Buff a10 . 
Change the Unit Cost to $125/SY. 

Change the Area Cost Factor to 1.2. 

6. Change the Civilian Positions 
Eliminated at Ft. Deluxe to 700 in 
1995. 

RESULTS 

Activate the Homeowners assistance 
Program (HAP) at Ft. Deluxe. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 1 5 : 3 7  03/19/1991,  Report Created 08:44 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Opt-on Package : ALFA w Scenario File : C: \COBRA\TESTDATA. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992  
Final Year : 1997  
ROI Year : 1998  (1 Year) 

NPV in 2011  (SK) : - 7 4 , 6 5 6  

l-Time Cost (SK) : 68 ,569  

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 
- - - -  

3 , 2 7 6  
- 3 , 9 3 5  

1 , 0 4 6  
1 , 2 2 6  

-340 
1 , 8 7 7  

Total Beyond 
- - - -  

MilCon 4 , 4 1 4  
Person - 1 , 0 0 4  

Overhd 1 , 0 9 2  
Moving 2 , 0 1 1  
Missio 0  
Other 1 , 8 7 7  

TOTAL 8 , 3 9 1  3 ,150  

Total 
- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
O f f  1 0  10  
En1 1 0  1 0  
Civ 1 0  70 
TOT 3  0  90 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  6 0  60 
En1 60 6 0  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 1 5 : 3 7  03/19/1991,  Report Created 08:44 02/09/1995 

Department US Army 
Option Package : ALFA w Scenario Pile : C: \MBRA\TESTDATA. CBP 
Std Fctrs File : c:\cOBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs l$K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993  Total 

- - - - - 
Beyond 
-.---- 

0 
1 , 4 5 4  

1 , 6 9 9  
0  

5 , 5 0 0  

0  

- - - -  - - - -  
MilCon 5 , 2 0 9  4 , 0 7 1  

person 755 1 , 2 1 2  

Overhd 1 , 3 1 1  1 , 2 4 6  

Moving 2 , 0 7 1  1 , 2 8 6  
Missio 0  550 

Other 2 , 1 1 0  2 , 1 1 0  

TOTAL 1 1 , 2 5 8  1 0 , 4 7 6  12 ,780  3 1 , 6 4 2  

Savings (SK) Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
MilCon 795 

Person 1 , 7 5 9  

Overhd 1 9  

Moving 60 

Missio 0  

Other 233 

TOTAL 2 , 8 6 6  7 , 3 2 6  1 1 , 4 8 5  1 7 . 6 1 8  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SSUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:45 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Optlon Package : ALFA w Scenario Flle : C: \COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 

Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV in 2011 (SK) : -41.522 
l-Time Cost (SK) : 68,569 

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 
-..- - - - -  

MilCon 4,414 3,276 

Person -1, 004 -3,935 

Overhd 1,092 1,046 

Moving 2,011 1,226 
Missio 0 -340 

Other 1,877 1,877 

TOTAL 8,391 3,150 

- - - -  - - - -  
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
Civ 10 70 

TOT 3 0 9 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 6 0 6 0 

En1 6 0 6 0 

Total 
- - - - -  

43,531 
-42,936 

6,623 

12,696 

-9,962 

-6,531 

3,421 

Total 
- - - - -  

40 

40 

190 
270 

300 
300 

0 

150 

750 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-11,266 

918 
0 

-3,400 

-5,066 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 5 . 0 8  I - Page 2 / 2  
Data As O f  1 5 : 3 7  0 3 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 1 ,  Report Created 08:45 0 2 / 0 9 / 1 9 9 5  

Department : US Army 
O p t ~ o n  Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  Fctrs File : C: \MBRA\STDFCTRS. SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1 9 9 2  1 9 9 3  Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0  

1 , 4 5 4  
1 , 6 9 9  

0 

5 , 5 0 0  
0  

- - - -  .--- 

MilCon 5 , 2 0 9  4 , 0 7 1  

Person 7 5 5  1 , 2 1 2  

Overhd 1.111 1 , 2 4 6  

Moving 2 , 0 7 1  1 , 2 8 6  

Missio 0  5 5 0  

Other 2 , 1 1 0  2 , 1 1 0  

TOTAL 1 1 , 2 5 8  1 0 , 4 7 6  

Savings ( S K I  Constant 
1 9 9 2  

Dollars 
1 9 9 3  
- - - -  

7 9 5  
5 , 1 4 8  

2 0 0  
6 0  

8 9 0  

2 3 3  

Total Beyond 

MilCon 7 9 5  
Person 1 , 7 5 9  
Overhd 1 9  
Moving 6  0 

Misslo 0  

Other 2 3 3  

TOTAL 2 , 8 6 6  7 , 3 2 6  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.081 - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:46 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 

Optlon Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBlW\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1 Year1 

NPV in 2011 ( $ K )  : -136,580 
l-Time Cost (SKI : 6 8 . 5 6 9  

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - - 
43,531 
-42,936 
6,623 
12,696 
-9,962 
-6,531 

Beyond 

MilCon 4,414 3.276 
Person -1,004 -3,935 
Overhd 1,092 1,046 
Moving 2,011 1,226 
Missio 0 -340 
Other 1,877 1,877 

TOTAL 8,391 3,150 

Total 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
Civ 10 7 0 
TOT 3 0 90 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 6 0 60 
En1 60 60 
Stu C L 

C l l .  i C 

TCT I f i D  7 - r  
L - ~  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data AS Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:46 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Optlon Package : ALFA 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBPA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
1,454 

1,699 
0 

5,500 
0 

- - - -  - - - -  
MilCon 5,209 4,071 

Person 755 1,212 
Overhd 1,111 1,246 

Movlng 2,071 1,286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2.110 2,110 

TOTAL 11,258 10,476 

Savings (SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0 

12,720 
781 

0 

8,900 
5.066 

MilCon 795 795 

Pers~n 1,759 5,148 

Overhd 19 200 

Moving 60 60 

Missio 0 890 
Other 233 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v 5  . 0 8 )  - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 1 5 : 3 7  0 3 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 1 ,  Report Created 08:53  0 2 / 0 9 / 1 9 9 5  

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1 9 9 2  
Final Year : 1 9 9 7  
ROI Year : 1 9 9 8  (1 Year) 

NPV in 2 0 1 1  (SK)  : - 2 2 8 , 8 0 0  
l-Time cost ( $ K )  : 6 8 , 5 6 9  

Net Costs ( $ K )  Constant 
1 9 9 2  

Dollars 
1 9 9 3  Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0  

- 1 1 , 2 6 6  
9 1 8  

0  
- 3 , 4 0 0  
- 5 . 0 6 6  

- - - -  
MilCon 4 , 4 1 4  
Person - 1 , 0 0 4  
Overhd 1 , 0 9 2  
Moving 2 , 0 1 1  
Missio 0  

Other 1 , 8 7 7  

TOTAL 8 , 3 9 1  3 , 1 5 0  1 , 2 9 4  14,024 

1 9 9 2  1 9 9 3  1 9 9 4  1 9 9 5  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  

En1 1 0  1 0  1 0  1 0  

Civ 1 0  7 0  4  0  4  0  

TOT 3  0  90  6 0  6 0  

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 6  0  60 
En: 6 0 6  0 

stu 0 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:53 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBWL\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

----. 

45,916 

7,598 
9, 090 

12,996 
16,115 
6,633 

Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 5,209 4,071 

Person 755 1.212 

Overhd 1,111 1,246 

Moving 2,071 1,286 

Misslo 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

TOTAL 11,258 10,476 

Savings ISK) Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total 

- - - - -  
Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 

12,720 
781 

0 

8,900 

5,066 

MilCon 795 
Person 1,759 
Overhd 19 
Moving 60 
Misslo 0 

Other 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:56 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C: \COBRA\TESTDATA. CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCPRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years1 

NPV in 2011 ( $ K )  : -78,779 
l-Time Cost I S K )  : 78,441 

Net Costs ( S K I  Constant 
1992 
- - - -  

Mi 1 Con 4,414 
Person -1,004 
Overhd 1,092 
Moving 2.011 
Missio 0 

Other 1,877 

Dollars 
1993 
- - - -  
3,276 
-3,935 
1,046 
1,226 
-340 
1,877 

Total Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
-11,266 
-1,170 

0 
-3,400 
-5.066 

TOTAL 8,391 3,150 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
C i v  10 70 
TOT 3 0 90 

POSITIONS REXLIGNED 
Off 6 0 6 0 
Enl 6 0 6 C 
Stc 0 C 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Oata As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:56 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario Flle : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs Flle : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 
- - - -  --.- 

MiLCon 5,209 4,071 

Person 755 1,212 

Dverhd 1,111 1,246 

Mov;.ng 2,071 1,286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

Total Beyond 
- - - - - -  

TOTAL 11,258 10,476 

Savings I 'SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total Beyond 

MilCsn 
Person 
Overhd 
Moving 
Misslo 
Other 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:57 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA CBR 

w Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1998 (1 Year) 

NPV in 2011 (SKI : -88,130 
1-Ti.me Cost (SK) : 78,441 

Net Costs (SK) Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0 

-11,266 
-2,298 

0 
-3,400 
-5.066 

MilCon 4,414 
Person -1,004 
Overhd 372 

Moving 2.011 
Missio 0 

Other 1,877 

TOTAL 7,671 2,285 

Total 
- - - - -  - - - - - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
Civ 10 7 0 
TOT 30 90 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 60 60 
En1 6 0 6 0 
Stu 0 0 
Civ 6 0 0 

Y 180 120 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 08:57 02/09/1995 

Department : US A m y  
Optlon Package : ALFA 

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.C~R 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - -  

MilCon 5,209 4,071 
Person 755 1,212 

Overhd 391 381 

Moving 2,071 1.286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

TOTAL 10,537 9,611 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
2,385 

50,534 

5,372 
300 

26,077 

13,164 

Beyond 
- - - - .--- 

MilCon 795 795 

Person 1,759 5,148 

Overhd 19 200 

Moving 6 0 6 0 

Missio 0 890 

Other 233 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMEhT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:06 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2002 (5 Years) 

NPV in 2011($K) : -41,779 
I-Time Cost I S K )  : 101,204 

Net Costs ($lo Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 
- - - -  

3,276 
-2,969 

979 
1,226 
-340 

1,877 

Total Beyond 
- - - - - - - - - -  

MilCon 4,414 
Person 2,320 
Overhd 1,923 
Moving 28.558 
Misslo 0 
Other 3,414 

TOTAL 40,629 4,049 

Total 
- - - - -  - - --  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
Civ 10 7 0 
TOT 3 0 9 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 220 60 
En 1 22 0 60 

'. Stu 0 3 



COBRA REALIGNMELT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15.37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:06 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
45,916 
19,033 
13,264 
39.702 
16,115 
8.170 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
2,788 
2,232 

0 
5,500 

0 

- - - - - - - -  
MilCon 5,209 4,071 

Person 5,521 2,546 
Overhd 1,942 2.003 

Moving 28,778 1,286 

Missio 0 550 
Other 3,647 2,110 

TOTAL 45,098 12,566 14, 814 33.634 

Savings (SKI Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total 

- - - - -  
2,385 
52,973 
8,237 
460 

26,077 
13.164 

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0 
12,878 
2,572 

0 
8,900 
5,066 

-. - - 
Mi lCon 7 95 
Person 3,201 
Overhd 19 
Moving 220 
Missio 0 
Other 233 

TOTAL 4,468 8,517 12.544 18,807 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUNMARY (COBRA v 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 1 5 : 3 7  0 3 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 1 ,  Report Created 09:OR 02 /09 /1995  

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 

w Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

- 
Starting Year : 1 9 9 2  

Final Year : 1 9 9 7  

ROI Year : 2 0 0 1  ( 4  Years) 

NPV in 2 0 1 1  (SKI : - 5 3 , 8 3 4  

1 - T i m e  Cost (SK) : 1 0 1 , 2 0 4  

Net Costs (SK)  Constant 
1 9 9 2  
- - - -  

MilCon 4 , 4 1 4  
Person - 1 , 0 0 4  
Overhd 1 , 3 8 4  
Moving 2 , 0 1 1  
Missio 0  
Other 1 , 8 7 7  

Dollars 
1 9 9 3  
- - - -  

3 , 2 7 6  
- 3 , 9 3 5  

1 , 2 6 5  
1 , 2 2 6  

-340  
1 , 8 7 7  

Total Beyond 
- - - - - -  

TOTAL 8 , 6 8 3  3 , 3 6 9  

Total 
- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 1 0  1 0  
En1 1 0  1 0  
Civ 1 0  7 0  
TOT 3 0  9  0  

POSITIONS REACIGNED 
O f f  6 0  60  
En1 6  0  6 0  
S t u  0 0 

C iv 6 0 C 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SSUMMARY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:08 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Optlon Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 

Ill Std Fcfrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 5,209 4,071 

Person 755 1,212 
Overhd 1,404 1,465 

Moving 2, 071 1,286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

Total Beyond 

TOTAL 11,550 10,695 

Savings (SK) Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total Beyond 

MilCon 795 

Person 1,759 

Overhd 19 
Moving 60 
Missio 0 

Other 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA VS.08) - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 15:37  03/19/1991,  Report Created 09:22 02 /09 /1995  

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 

il(CIII Std Fctrs File : C:\CO~RA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992  
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years) 

NPV i n  2011 (SK) : -63 .226  
1-Tlme Cost (SK) : R4.520 

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 
- - -. - - - -  

MilCon 5 , 8 1 1  4 , 7 3 1  

Person - 1 , 0 0 4  -3 ,994  

Overhd 1 . 0 9 2  1 , 0 5 4  
Moving 2 . 0 1 1  1 , 2 2 6  

Misslo 0 -340 

Other 1 , 8 7 7  1 , 8 7 7  

TOTAL 9 , 7 8 7  4 , 5 5 5  

1992  1993 
- - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 1 0  1 0  
En1 1 0  10  
C i v  1 0  70 
TOT 3 0  9 0  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 60 
En1 6 0 
Stu C 
C i v  6 C 

Total 
-.--- 

5 9 , 4 8 3  

- 4 3 , 6 0 1  
7 . 0 1 3  

1 2 , 6 9 6  
- 9,962 
- 6 , 5 3 1  

1 9 , 0 9 7  

Total 
- - - - -  

4  0 

40 
190 
270 

300 
jO0 

r 
. ?  - r 
A d "  

Beyond 
- - - - - - 

0  
-11 ,448  

1 , 0 7 5  
0  

- 3 , 4 0 0  
- 5 , 0 6 6  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:22 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBR&\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (5K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
61,868 
6,933 
9,480 

12,996 
16,115 
6,633 

Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 6,606 5,526 

Person 755 1,154 

Overhd 1,111 1,254 

Movlng 2.071 1,286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

TOTAL 12,654 11,880 

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total Beyond 

- - - - - -  
0 

12,720 

781 
0 

8,900 

5,066 

MilCon 795 795 

Person 1,759 5,148 

Overhd 19 200 

Moving 60 6 0 

Missio 0 890 

Other 233 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S7JMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:48 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Optlon Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 

w Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : 2000 (3 Years) 

NPV in 2011 (SK) : -57,487 
l-Time Cost ( S K I  : 91,873 

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total 

- - - - -  
66.813 
-42,936 
6,623 
12,719 
-9,962 
-6.531 

Beyond 

MilCon 6,523 
Person - 1.004 
Overhd 1,092 
Moving 2,018 
Missjo 0 
Other 1,877 

TOTAL 10,507 5,267 

1997 Total 
- - - -  - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 10 10 
En1 10 10 
Civ 10 70 
TOT 3 0 90 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 60 
En1 6 0 
Stu 0 
Civ 6 0 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA V5.08) - Page 2/2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 09:48 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
69,198 

7,598 
9,090 

13,019 
16,115 
6,633 

Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 7,318 6,188 

Person 755 1,212 

Overhd 1.111 1,246 
Moving 2,078 1.286 

Missio 0 550 

Other 2,110 2,110 

TOTAL 13,373 12,593 

Savings ($K1 Constant 
1992 
- - - -  

Dollars 
1993 
- - - -  

Total Beyond 

MilCon 795 

Person 1,759 

Overhd 19 

Moving 6 0 

Misslo 0 

Other 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1 / 2  
Data As Of 1 5 : 3 7  03/19/1991,  Report Created 10:OO 02/09/1995 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenarlo File : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR 

W Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Starting Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
ROI Year : Immediate 

NPV in 2011 (SK) : - 2 0 8 . 7 1 1  

1-Tlrne Cost (SKI : 79 ,540  

Net Costs (SKI Constant Dollars 
1992 1993 Total 

- - - - -  
4 3 , 5 3 1  

-95 .500  
5 , 2 0 7  

1 3 , 0 2 3  

- 9 , 9 6 2  
- 1 , 3 1 9  

Beyond 
- - - -  - - - -  

MilCon 4 ,414  3.276 

Person - 1 , 0 0 4  - 3 , 9 3 5  

Overhd 1 , 2 8 9  1 , 1 9 4  

Moving 1 , 9 9 8  1 , 2 2 6  

Missio 0 -340 

Other 2 , 2 7 1  2 , 2 7 1  

TOTAL 8 , 9 6 9  3 , 6 9 2  

1992 1993 
- - - -  - - - - 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 1 0  1 0  
En1 1 0  10  
Civ 1 0  70 
TOT 3 0  90 

Total 
- - - - -  

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Off 6 0  6 0 

En1 6 0  5 0 
Stu 0 
Clv 6 0  L 

TOT 1 E C  1. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 2/2 
Data AS Of 15:37 03/19/1991. Report Created 10:00 02/09/1995 

Department US Army 
Optlon Package : ALFA 
Scenarlo Flle : C:\COBRA\TESTDATA.CBR w S t d F C t r S F l l e :  C:\COBRA\STDFCTRSSFF 

Costs (SKI Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 Total 

- - - - -  
45,916 
12,784 

9,736 
13.323 
16,115 

11.845 

Beyond 
.--- 

MilCon 5,209 

Person 755 
Overhd 1,308 

Movl ng 2,058 

Missio 0 
Other 2,504 

Savings (SK) Constant 
1992 

Dollars 
1993 
- - - -  

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

0 
35,820 

1,549 
0 

8,900 
5,066 

Total 
- - - - -  
2,385 

108,284 

4.529 

300 
26,077 

13,164 

Mi lCon 795 

Person 1,759 
Overhd 19 

Moving 6 0 

Missio 0 
Other 233 

TOTAL 2,866 7,326 



Discount Rate for BRAC-95 Return on Invcvtmenl Analyses 

Background. Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) algorithms incorporate a discount 
rate to calculate both the number of y e m  required to obtain a return on investment and a 20 
year net present value analysis. The source for identifying the appropriate dlscount rate is 
OMB Circular A-94, "Guidelines and Discount Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis sf Fedttal 
Propms*.  In BRAC-91, a discount rate of 10% was used for COBRA analyses. In BRAC- 
93, a discount mtc of 7% was used, under the assumption that COBRA analyses wcre "B&e- , 
Case" benefit-cost analyses as defined in the Circular, 

Discussion. The COBRA Joint Process Action Team has rcached the conclusion that the 
previous identificalion of COBRA as a "Base-Case" analysis was incorrect. "Base-Case" <is 
defined in the current version of the Circular as an analysis of "public invesunents and: . 
regulatory programs that provide benefits and costs to the general public." PuMk invcstmenls 
and regulations are assumed to "displace both private investment and consumption," therefore 
a 7% discount rate is used to "account for this displacement and to promote efficient' ' * - 
investment and regulatory policies.* On the other hand, "Cost-Effectiveness" analyses are 
defined as an "analysis of internal planning decisions of the Federal Government." This 
definition is much more consistent with the actual use of COBRA as a part of the formulation 
of base closure recommendations. Our interpretation has been confirmed by Mr. Robert 
Anderson, OMB Point of Contact for Circular A-94. 

The Circular also includes a discussion of when to use a "real" as opposed to "nominal' 
discount rate, specifying t h  for analyses such as COBRA, which deal in constant dollars, a 
rail discount rate should be used, and that "analyses that involve constant-dollar costs should 
usc the real Treasury borrowing rate on maketable securities of comparable maturity to the 
period of analysis." Discount rates arc provided annually as an appendix to the Circular. 
Current raks are as follows: 

3-Ycar 5-Year 7-Year 10-Year 30-Year 
2.1% 2.3% 2.5% 2.7% 2.8% 

S i n e  COBRA analyses incorporate a 20 Year Net Present Value analysis, a discount rate of 
2.75% (average of the 10 and 30 year r am)  should be used. 

Critics of changing the discount rate may argue that we have lowered the discount rate 
in an cffon to show a more atuactivc payback period. Howevcr, since there is no prescribed 
*maximum" payback perid for base closure decisions, the use of a lower discount rate will 
not materially affect decisions of whether or not to closelrealign an activity. That is, a 
change in the discount rate will not determine whether or not a decision will result in a net 
steady-state savings, but, rather, will only affect the number of years rcquired for these net 
steady-stare savings to offset up-front, one-time costs, (As an aside, the Defense ~ a &  
Closure and Realignment Commission has approved recommendations in prior BRAC rounds 
with payback periods in excess of 100 years, if other factors warranted the closure action.) 

Recommendation. Use a 2.755'7 discount rate for BRAC-95 COBRA analyses. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 



CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION 

1.1 THE MANUAL 

The modifications and enhancements that have been incorporated into this version of COBRA 
make its operations and capabilities different from previous versions. In addition, COBRA now 
comes with a new module called ADDER. This manual should therefore be read completely, 
even if the user is familiar with COBRA. The manual is written so that after its initial reading, 
users need generally refer only to the section(s) where he or she has a question. 

Throughout the manual, when a single key-press is described, the notation < > is used (for 
example <ENTER> means to press the ENTER key). Similarly, when two keys are to be 
pressed at the same time, they are both shown within the < > (for example < ALT-S > means 
to press the ALT and the S keys, simultaneously). When a string of characters are to be pressed 
they will be shown within quotation marks (for example "B:" means to press the B and the : 
keys, sequentially). 

1.2 BACKGROUND 

The Cost of Base Realignment Actions (COBRA) model was originally developed in early 1988 
by the United States Air Force Cost Center, in conjunction with the Logistics Management 
Institute, to evaluate the cost of Air Force stationing actions. This Lotus Spreadsheet based w 
model was adopted by the 1988 Base Realignment and Closure Commission to evaluate and 
compare the relative costs of stationing alternatives. Throughout 1988 the Commission reviewed 
and revised the model so it could be used by all Military Departments. As a result it was used 
to produce all cost estimates used by the 1988 Closure Commission. 

At the conclusion of the Commission. the General Accounting Office (GAO) reviewed the 
COBRA model and provided the Commission with a list of minor model modifications, and 
stated in their final report "...that the Cost of Base Realignment Actions Model used by the 
Commission and the Military Departments is a conceptionally sound tool for evaluating costs, 
savings, and payback periods." Consequently, the model was revised once more to satisfy those 
GAO concerns that could be accommodated. Ultimately, this model was released in May 1989 
and was selected as the starting point to evaluate the 1991 Commission stationing actions. It 
soon became apparent that the revised Lotus based COBRA would have difficulty satisfying the 
long term Department of Defense (DOD) requirements. 

The Department of the Army then took over the continued development and modification of the 
COBRA model. Richardson and Kirmse Engineering, Incorporated was tasked to make a 
detailed examination of the model and to provide recommendations as to how it could be 
improved. The Lotus 1-2-3 COBRA was found to be a valuable analytical tool, but with several 
limitations. R&K Engineering subsequently converted COBRA to a true computer model using 



the Pascal programming language. Several versions of this new COBRA program were 

'curr 
developed and used for the 1991 Commission. The latest version in general use was V1.42. 

In early 1992, R&K was tasked to make a series of enhancements to COBRA in preparation for 
the 1993 Commission. The result was a varitey of improvement changes in the COBRA model. 
The Version 4.00 series of COBRA enabled the model closure/realignment scenarios to involve 
up to 15 separate bases, each of which could be a Losing Base, a Gaining Base, or both a 
Losing and a Gaining Base. It incorporated numerous improvements to accommodate unique 
costs and savings, which allowed industrial activities to be modeled without disconnecting the 
model's standard algorithms. In those cases where the unique attributes of an activity could not 
be accommodated by the standard algorithms, a "Unique Activities" data entry screen was used. 
The 4.00 series revised calculations to better account for Construction Costs, Transfer of 
Military Students, Costs of Local Moves, CHAMPUS Costs, Homeowners Assistance Costs, and 
several other cost/savings factors. This series also made input of data more easy and logical, 
with information on a single base input on a small number of base-specific screens rather than 
being spread over many general input screens. 

In 1994, R&K Engineering was again tasked to make a series of enhancements to COBRA in 
preparation for the 1995 Commission. The result is as described in this manual. 

1.3 CAPABILITIES AND OPERATIONS 

The COBRA model is designed to estimate the costs and savings associated with a proposed base 
closure or realignment action, using data that is readily available to the Military Department 
staffs without extensive field studies. In addition, the model can be used to compare the relative 
cost differences between various stationing alternatives. It is not designed to produce budget 
estimates, but to provide a consistent method of evaluating closure and realignment options. 
Although COBRA produces data formatted similarly to Military Department budget data, an 
exact match between the turo should not be expected. 

COBRA calculates the costs and savings of base closure/realignrnent scenarios over a period of 
20 years, or longer if necessary. It models all activities (moves, construction, procurements, 
sales, closures) as taking place during the first 6 years, and thereafter all costs and savings are 
treated as steady-state. The key output value produced is the Return on Investment Year. This 
is the point in time where savings generated equal (and then exceed) costs incurred. In other 
words, this is the point when the realignment/closure has paid for itself and net savings start to 
accrue. 

COBRA allows closure/realignrnent scenarios to be compared in terms of when Return on 
Investment is achieved. Should Return on Investment not be achieved for a specific scenario, 
that action will result in a net cost rather than savings. Similarly, if a scenario has a long 
Payback Period (late Return on Investment) it will not start to generate net savings until well 
after the action would have been completed. Such an action would generally be less beneficial 



than one with an earlier Return on Investment. 

Net Present Value costs and savings figures generated are reported iis Present Value dollars. 
w 

In simple terms, this is the amount of dollars that would have to be invested during the Base 
Year at the assumed discount (interest) rate to cover the costs or match the savings at a specific 
point in the future. This is important because it eliminates artificial distinctions between 
scenarios based on inflation, while highlighting the affects of timing on model results. 

This version of COBRA also includes a companion program called ADDER. ADDER loads the 
output data from one or more COBRA scenarios and adds all costs and savings into one set of 
reports for the total group of scenarios. 



CHAPTER 2 

INSTALLATION of COBRA V5.01 



CHAPTER 2 - INSTALLATION of COBRA V5.01 

2.1 HARDWARE REQUIRED 

COBRA will run on any IBM 286-compatible computer with MS-DOS 3 .OO or higher, 640K of 
RAM, and at least one megabyte of hard drive space to hold the program, input data, and 
reports. The minimum RECOMMENDED configuration is a 25 MHz 386 computer with at 
least one megabyte of RAM, MS-DOS 5.0 running in high memory, and a hard disk with an 
access time of 30 ms or less with ten megabytes free before installing COBRA. COBRA will 
run on monochrome systems; but color is highly recommended, since color is used to emphasize 
different fields on the menus and input screens. 

2.2 INSTALLATION INSTRUCTIONS 

COBRA is supplied on a floppy diskette as a file named COBIN5O1.EXEY a self-extracting 
archive containing the program, overlay, and assorted data files. The diskette also contains 
INSTALL.EXE, a program for safely creating directories and installin,g COBRA, and a text file 
named READ. ME containing installation instructions. 

Insert the COBRA distribution diskette into one of your floppy disk drives. (For the purpose 
of illustration, we will assume you use the "A:" drive; if not, then use "B:" wherever the 
instructions say "A: " .) 

Type the command "A:INSTALLV, then press <ENTER > . This will execute the program 
INSTALLEXE supplied on the floppy disk that you inserted in the "A:" drive and start the 
installation process. If you have Microsoft Windows. do not install COBRA while Windows is 
running. 

The COBRA installation program will then display the current disk and directon in use by MS- 
DOS. the amouni of free space left on that disk. and a menu of options for the user (see Figure 
I). COBRA will not be installed on any disk with less than one megabyte (a little over one 
million bytes j of available space. 



v5.01 I n s t a l l  Program 

The current directory is :  C:\DOS\ 
The current directory has 19,709,952 bytes f ree.  

Press <I>  to  put COBRA f i l e s  i n  current directory 
Press <2> t o  put COBRA f i l e s  i n  C:\COBRA 
Press <3> t o  change t o  a d i f fe rent  directory 
Press <ESC> t o  cancel COBRA ins ta l  l a t ion  

FIGURE 1 - Installation Screen 

Pressing < 1 > will cause COBRA and ADDER to be installed in the current directory if there 
is sufficient free space on the disk. If there is not, the program will issue a warning and return 
to the Installation Screen. If an old version of COBRA is already in the directory, those 
program and system files will be overwritten. 

Pressing < 2 > will install COBRA and ADDER in a directory named "C:\COBRAU. If there 
is no "C:\COBRA" directory, the installation program will create it. As with option < 1 > , it 
will check for available disk space and will overwrite any old COBRA system and program files. 
If you install COBRA in C:\COBRA and have Microsoft Windows in C:\WINDOWS, the 
installation program will give you the option of adding COBRA and ADDER icons to your 
Windows desktop. 

Pressing < 3 > will allow the user to change the current drive and directory. The user will be 
asked to enter the new drive and directory (such as "D:\COBn). If the directory does not exist. 
the installation program will create it. If for some reason the directory cannot be created (such 
as a write-protected or non-existent disk), the program will issue a warning and return to the 
Installation Screen. The user should now press < 1 > to complete the installation in the neur 
drive and directory. 

Pressing <ESC > will cancel the COBRA installation and return the user to DOS. When 
COBRA has been successfully installed using options < 1 > or < 2 > , the user will be returned 
to the DOS prompt, in the directory to which COBRA has been installed. Enter "COBRA" then 
if you want to run COBRA, or "ADDER" to run ADDER. 
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CHAPTER 3 - OPERATING COBRA 

It is assumed that users of COBRA will be generally familiar with the operation of the computer. 
No general keyboard instructions are therefore provided in this manual; rather only COBRA 
specific information will be included. Should users require generalized computer operation 
information they should consult their computer manual(s). The most efficient operation of 
COBRA is achieved by using a mouse wherever possible. Therefore, instructions in this manual 
will key on "mouse commands" to the system. However, in all cases "keyboard commands" 
will also be described so that the COBRA user can individually determine how he or she is most 
comfortable "navigating" through COBRA. 

3.1 INITIATING COBRA 

To open the COBRA program, access the diswdirectory where COBRA has been installed (see 
Chapter 2), type "COBRA" and press < ENTER > . The "About CCIBRA" window will then 
appear (see Figure 2). 

This welcome screen identifies the COBRA model and its version number; the telephone number 
of R&K Engineering, the COBRA developer, is also provided. The lower-right corner of the 
window contains the amount of free memory available, in K (kilobytes). This window can be 
accessed later on (see Section 3.3) to check the current free memory. 

To close the "About COBRA" window and access the Main Menu, click on the "OK" at the 
bottom-center of the window. Other methods of closing the window are: clicking on the Close 
Window Square [ . ] at the upper-left of the window border; clicking on the words "ESC-Close 
windok-" on the bottom border: pressing < ENTER > ; or pressing <. ESC > . 

3.2 THE RIAmT RZENU 

The Main Menu is the s:arting point for using the COBRA program. Upon closing the initial 
display of the "About COBRA" window. the screen will display the Main Menu (see Figure 3). 
Along the top of this screen are displayed the "Help". "File", "DataBase", "Input Data", 
"Reports", "V4indows". and "Quir" menu selections. During the use of COBRA additional menu 
windows, reports, and other data are displayed on the screen, however the Main Menu selections 
will always remain displayed behind any other active displays. Each of the Main Menu 
selections is summarized below. 



FIGURE 2 - "About COBRA" Window 

FIGURE 3 - Main Menu 



3.3 HELP 

From the Main Menu the Help selection is made by either clicking on the word "Help" along 
the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < ALT-H > . The Help menu will appear (see 
Figure 4). By clicking on the words "About COBRA" or by pressing < A > ,  the "About 
COBRA" window will again be displayed (see Section 3.1, above). The Help menu may be 
closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the screen 
surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by pressing 
<ESC>.  

3.3.1 Viewing Help 

Users of COBRA may want to access the on-screen COBRA Help Text while they are working. 
This can be done by selecting a Help file to view or by invoking the Context-Sensitive Help. 
Help files can be selected only from the Help menu. By clicking on the words "View Help" or 
by pressing < V >  , the "View Help" window is displayed (see Figure 5). This window may 
also be opened from the Main Menu, by pressing < ALT-F1 > . The user can view the Help 
text by double clicking on the Help file which is desired. The Help files may also be accessed 
by pressing < TAB > to move the cursor to the Help files list, with the < t > < J. > keys then 
being used to highlight the desired Help file. The highlighted Help file can then be viewed by 
clicking on the word "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. The user may move up or down 
through the Help text using the mouse or the < t > < J. > and <Page Up > < Page Down > 
keys. This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the 
word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.3.2 Printing Heip 

The user may want to print one of the Help files. This is done by clicking on the words "Print 
Help" on the Help menu or by pressing < P > . This will display the "Print Help" window. 
from which a Help file may be seiected for printing exactly as it would be selected for viewing 
(see Section 3.3.1 above). 

3.3.3 Context-Sensitive Help 

The COBRA user may want to access information which is specific to the place in COBRA 
where he or she is at the time. This is most easily done through the use of Context-Sensitive 
Help. This feature is invoked by pressing < F l  > , or clicking on "F 1 -Helpu, which will display 
on-screen text intended to provide information specific to that place in COBRA where the user 
is at the time. The user may move up or down through the Help text using the mouse or the 
< t > < J. > and <Page Up > <Page Down> keys. 



FIGURE 4 - Help Menu 

FIGURE 5 - "View Help" Window 



A number of highlighted cross-reference words in the Context-Sensitive Help text are provided 
so the user can skip to other Help texts which cover related subjects. The user can change the 
designated keyword in the text by clicking on it, or by pressing <TAB> one or more times. 

NW 
Then press < ENTER > to shift to the cross-referenced Help text. 

3.3.4 Files in Use 

The user should always be aware of which Data and Standard Factors files are in use. By 
clicking on the words "Files Used" on the Help menu or by pressing < F > , the "Files in Use" 
window is displayed (see Figure 6) .  If Data and Standard Factors files are in Program memory 
at the time this window is opened, they will be indicated here. The Data file in use is also 
displayed along the bottom border of the Main Menu and will remain there until replaced in, or 
cleared from Program memory. The window may be closed and the user returned to the Main 
Menu by clicking on the "OK", or by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing 
either < ENTER > or < ESC > . 

3.3.5 On-Screen Calculator 

By clicking on the word "Calculator" or by pressing < C > from the Help menu, a simple four- 
function calculator will be displayed (see Figure 7). This can also be done from the Main Menu 
by pressing < ALT-C > . To operate the calculator you can either click on the buttons with the 
mouse, or use the keyboard. The calculator has four arithmatic function keys, ten number keys, 
and "C" to clear the calculator, "c-" to erase the last character entered, and " f " to change the 
sign of the number in the display. The keyboard keys <Backspace > and < > also erase the 
last character and change sign. respectively. The calculator may be closed andthe user returned 
to the Main Menu by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3 2 . 6  On-Screen Calendar 

Blr clicking on the ulork "CalenDar" or by pressing < D > on the Help menu, a caiendar of the 
current month can be displayed (see Figure 7). The current date is also highlighted. Past and 
future months can be displayed by clicking on the triangles (r and A )  or by pressing the < + > 
and <-> keys. Tne calendar may be ciosed and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 6 - "Files in Use" Window 

FIGURE 7 - Calculator and Calendar 



3.3.7 Changing COBRA Set-Up 

COBRA has several options for generating and printing its reports that can be changed by using 
'clllr 

the "COBRA Setup" Window (see Figure 8). By clicking on the words "COBRA Setup" or by 
pressing < S > from the Help Menu, the "COBRA Setup" window is displayed. To cancel any 
change(s), close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or click 
on the Close Window Square, or press < ESC > . Click on "OK" to save changes. 

COBRA will format its output for most dot matrix (those that are EPSONJIBM compatible) and 
laser (those that are are HP LaserJet compatible) printers, or print them unformatted (requiring 
a wide-carriage printer for most reports). The user can select which type of printer is to be 
used, along with a printer device name for that printer. If printing with COBRA does not work, 
it may be necessary to change the Printer Set-Up inside of COBRA. By clicking on the words 
"Printer Setup" on the Help menu or by pressing < P > ,  the "Printer Setup" window is 
displayed (see Figure 36). The default device name is "PRN" which will work with most system 
configurations. Should a system not be able to print with this setting (a LAN for example), or 
should the system have multiple printers (a LaserJet on LPT1: and a dot matrix on LPT2:, for 
example) the correct device name can be entered in the appropriate "Device Name" field. 

If the user wants to change the directory to be used to store Reports, the new entry can be typed 
into the "Report Directory" field. This may be useful if the user wants to run a new scenario 
or set of Reports, while continuing to save the current Reports in memory. Unless the directory 
is changed, any new Reports will automatically overwrite the old ones. 

The user can limit the scope of Input Data reports generated by selecting which Input screens 
(see Chapter 4) are included in the report. Click on the desired screen names. or press 
< ALT > and the highlighted letter, to turn that screen on or off (those screens with an "Xu next 
to them will be included in future Input Data reports. 

Other options available are whether or not the inflation values on Standard Factors Screen Tus  
will be applied to the Appropriation Detail report. whether or not some reports will have pages 
for each individual base, and whether or not to include a second page with the COBRA 
Summary report listing total Costs and Savings. Click on tne desired options. or press < ALT > 
and the highlighted letter, to turn that option on or off (those options with an "X" next to them 
will be used in future reports. 

3.4 FILE 

The File selection is made by either clicking on the word "File" along the top of the Main Menu 
screen, or by pressing < ALT-F > . The File menu will appear (see Figure 9). The File menu 
may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the 
screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by 
pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 8 - "COBRA Setup" Window 

FIGURE 9 - File Menu 



3.4.1 Loading Saved Data 

COBRA users may want to run a saved scenario, or retrieve a saved scenario in order to 
confirm entries and/or make changes. By clicking on the words "Load Data File" on the File 
menu or by pressing < L > , the "Load Data File" window is displayed (see Figure 10). This 
window may also be opened from the Main Menu, by pressing <ALT-L> . Retrieval of a 
saved data set (in the form "*.CBRW) is done by double clicking on the file name desired. The 
Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to move the cursor to the Data files list, 
with the < t > < & > keys then being used to highlight the desired Data file. The highlighted 
Data file can be retrieved by clicking on the word "Open" or by pressing <ENTER> . Any 
Data set which was in COBRA Program memory will be removed and replaced when the 
new Data set is loaded. Once loaded, the file name of the Data set: will be displayed at the 
bottom border as described in Section 3.3.4 above. This window may be closed and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window 
Square, or by pressing < ESC > . Note that scenario files created with COBRA versions 4.00 
through 4.04 can be loaded into COBRA version 5.01. 

3.4.2 Saving Current Data 

New or revised scenarios should be saved for future retrieval and use. By clicking on the words 
"Save Data File" on the File menu or by pressing < S > , the "Save Data File" window is 
displayed (see Figure 11). This window may also be opened from the Main Menu, by pressing 
<ALT-S > . The saving of the currently used data set is done by typing the Data file name 
desired or leaving the previously saved file name. and then clicking on the word "Save". The 
file may also be saved by pressing <ENTER> . This window may be closed. the save 
canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel". or by 
ciicking the Close Window Square. or i?! pressing < ESC > . The user should save the scenario 
before executing: particular1j7 if the scenario is a new one. so that the filename will appear on 
21! of t h ~  report-. generare:! 

2 -4.3 FiIe Directory 

The user may want to review the list of COBRA files in a director?'. This is done by clicking 
on the words "File Directory" on the File menu or by pressing < F > . This can also be done 
from the Main Menu by pressing < F2 > . This creates and displays a Report named 
"COBFILES.RPT" which lists all Data files and Standard Factors files in the current directory. 
These files are displayed with the English text name on the left (this is the user created common 
nameldescription), and the complete path name on the right (includes the user defined file 
name). The mouse or < T. > < 4 > keys can be used to scroll through the files list. This 
window may be ciosed and the user returned to the Main Menu by ciicking on the word 
"Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing <: ESC > . 



FIGURE 10 - "Load Data File" Window 

FIGURE 1 1 - "Save Data File" Window 



3.4.4 Clearing the Data Set 

To create a COBRA scenario from scratch, the Program memory should be cleared of any other 
Data set that may have been in use. By clicking on the words "Clear Data Set" on the File 
menu or by pressing < C > , the currently used Data Set is removed from the COBRA Program 
memory (If previously saved, it remains saved). A new Data Set can then be created using the 
"Input Data" menu. This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing 
<ESC>.  

3.4.5 Deleting Saved Data 

The user may want to permanently remove a scenario Data set from disk when it is outdated and 
no longer under consideration. By clicking on the words "Delete Data File" on the File menu 
or by pressing < D > , the "Delete Data File" window is displayed (see Figure 10). The deletion 
of a saved Data file is done by double clicking on the file to be deleted. The Data files list may 
also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the list, with the < t > < J. > 
keys then being used to highlight the desired Data file. The highlighted Data file can then be 
deleted and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "OK" or by pressing 
<ENTER>. This window may be closed, the delete function canceled, and the user returned 
to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, 
or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.4.6 Loading Standard Factors 

If the scenario Data set does not have a specific Standard Factors file associated with it, or if 
the user wants to change the Standard Factors file to be used, the new Standard Factors file must 
be loaded into Program memory. By clicking on the words "Load Standard Factors" on the File 
menu or by pressing < 0 > , the "Load Standard Factors" window is tiisplayed (see Figure 1 1). 
The retrieval of a saved Standard Factors file (in the form "*.SFFW) is done by double clicking 
on the file name desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the 
cursor to the Standard Factors files list, with the < t > < J. > keys then being used to highlight 
the desired file. The highlighted Standard Factors file can be retrieved by clicking on the word 
"Open" or by pressing <ENTER > . This window may be closed and the user returned to the 
Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by 
pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 12 - "Delete Data File" Window 

FIGURE 13 - "Load Standard Factors" Window 



3.4.7 Saving Standard Factors 

New or modified Standard Factors files should be saved for future retrieval and use. By clicking 
on the words "Save Standard Factors" on the File menu or by pressing < V > , the "Save 
Standard Factors" window is displayed. Saving the currently used Standard Factors file is done 
by typing the Standard Factors file name desired or leaving the previously saved file name, and 
then clicking on the word "Save". The file may also be saved by pressing < ENTER > . This 
window may be closed, the save canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking 
on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.4.8 DOS ShellJChange Directory 

By clicking on the words "DOS SHell" or by pressing < H > on the File menu, a DOS Shell 
may be accessed. The user may return to COBRA by typing "EXIT" at the DOS prompt. 
Similarly, by clicking on the words "ChanGe Dir" or by pressing < G > the "Change Directory" 
menu is displayed (see Figure 14). The current directory will be displayed on this window, both 
in directory name and directory tree format. The directory may be changed using this function, 
with all file loads and saves, from that point on, going to or coming from the new directory. 
The user may type in the new drive and directory into the "Directory name" field, or may 
designate the new directory on the "directory tree". The user can click on "Chdir", or press 
< C > to change the directory but return to this window. By clicking on "OK", or by pressing 
<ENTER> the directory will be changed, and the user returned to the Main Menu. By 
clicking on "Revert", or pressing < R > the directory will revert to the initial setting (when the 
window was first opened) and the user returned to this window. Lastly, by clicking on the 
Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > the change directory actions are stopped, and 
the user returned to the Main Menu. 

3.4.9 Exiting COBRA 

When the user has finished using COBRA, he or she should always use the Exit command to 
terminate the program. This is required to prevent inadvertent loss of data by improper 
termination (such as switching the computer off). By clicking on the Words "Exit COBRA" 
on the File menu or by pressing < X >  the user may exit COBRA and return to the DOS 
prompt. This command may also be selected by pressing < ALT-X > from the Main Menu. 
These and Quitting (see section 3.9) are the only proper methods of exiting the COBRA 
program. 



FIGURE 14 - "Change Directory" Window 

FIGURE 15 - Database Menu 



3.5 DATABASE 

COBRA has two types of databases which can assist the user in entering scenario data (see 
Section 3.6 and Chapter 4). The Database selection is made by either clicking on the word 
"DataBase" on the Main Menu, or by pressing <ALT-D > . The Database menu will then 
appear (see Figure 15). The use of these databases will allow the user to save and retrieve both 
base-specific data (see Section 4.4) and distances between bases (see Section 4.2). The storage 
and retrieval of this information will make initial scenario data entry easier and will promote 
consistency between scenarios which involve the same base(s). Tht: Database menu may be 
closcd and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by 
clicking on an open area of the screen surface, or by pressing < ESC: > . 

3.5.1 Loading Base(s) 

The Load Base(s) function is used to load information from the Base Information database to 
Program memory. This database contains information on specific bases which is required to 
complete Data Entry Screen 4 (see Section 4.4). By clicking on the words "Load Base(s)" on 
the Database menu or by pressing < L > , the "Load Base(s)" window is displayed (see Figure 
16). The selection of the database file to be loaded from is made by clicking on the file name 
desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the 
database files list, with the < t > < .1 > keys then being used to highlight the desired database 
file. The highlighted file can be accessed by clicking on "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>.  
This window may be closed. the load canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by 
clicking on the word "Cancel", by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

iTThen a database file has been selected, the "Load Base(s) From DataBase" window is displayed 
(see Figure 17). This window consists of one or more pages listing all bases which have data 
stored in the database file. The user may now select up to 15 bases to be loaded from the 
database into Program memor!.. The base is seiected by c1icl;ing on the space in front of the 
base name. or by typing the highlighted numberlletter for the base, or by scrolling to the base 
name and pressing < SPACE BAR> to select it. A selected base will appear with [XI in front 
of it on the iis:. The seiected base(s) are loaded into Program memory by clicking on the word 
"Open", by pressing < 0 > . or by pressing < ENTER > . To see other pages of this window, 
click on "Next" or "Previous", or press < N > or < P > . The "Next" and "Previous" selections 
ioad the bases seiected on t'ne current page, and then move to the new page. To do a quick 
search for a base, type the base name in the "Search for:" field and click on "Open" or press 
< 0 > . Search can also be invoked by pressing < ENTER > once to complete the base name 
entry, and again pressing <ENTER > to start the search. COBRA will load any bases selected 
on the current page, and then move to the page containing the name of the base searched for. 
All bases loaded from the database will automatically be entered into the COBRA scenario, and 
the stored information for each base entered into Data Entry Screen 4. This window may be 
closed with no further loading, and the user returned to the Main Menu, by clicking on the word 
"Cancel", by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 16 - "Load Bases" Window 

FIGURE 17 - "Load Base(s) From DataBase" Window 



3.5.2 Saving Base(s) 

When the user wants to save information from Program memory to the Base Information 
database, the Save Base(s) function is used. This will save information on selected bases from 
the current scenario to a Base Information database. By clicking on the words "Save Base(s)" 
on the Database menu or by pressing < S > , the "Save Base(s)" window is displayed (see Figure 
18). The selection of the Base Information database file, to be saved to, is made by clicking on 
the file name desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the 
cursor to the database files list, with the < t > < 4 > keys then being used to highlight the 
desired database file. The highlighted database file can be accepted by clicking on "OK" or by 
pressing < ENTER > . A new Base Information database file can be created by entering a new 
file name and clicking on "OK" or pressing <ENTER> . This window may be closed, the save 
canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", by clicking 
the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

When a Base Information database file has been selected the "Save to DataBase" window is 
displayed (see Figure 19). This window consists of one page, listing all bases which are used 
in the current scenario. The user may now select those bases to be saved to the database from 
Program memory. The base is selected by clicking on the space in front of the base name, or 
by typing the highlighted numberlletter for the base, or by scrolling to the base name and 
pressing <SPACE BAR> to select it. A selected base will appear with [XI in front of it on 
the list. The selected base(s) are saved into the database by clicking on "OK", or by pressing 
< ENTER > . This window may be closed, the save canceled, and the user returned to the Main 
Menu, by clicking on the word "Cancel", by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by w 
pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 18 - "Save Base(s)" Window 

FIGURE 19 - "Save to DataBase" Window 



3.5.3 LoadingISaving Distances 

The second COBRA database is the Distances database, which contains the distances between 
pairs of bases. These can be used to enter distance information required on Data Entry Screen 
2 (see Section 4.2). When the user wants to load distances from, or save distances to the 
Distances database, the Distances function is used. By clicking on the word "Distances" on the 
Database menu or by pressing < D > , the "Distances" window is displayed (see Figure 20). 
The selection of the Distances database file to be loaded fromlsaved to is made by clicking on 
the file name desired. The Files list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the 
cursor to the database files list, with the < t > < S > keys then being used to highlight the 
desired database file. The highlighted database file can be accepted by clicking on "OK" or by 
pressing <ENTER>. A new Distances database file can be createti by entering a new file 
name and clicking on "OK" or pressing < ENTER > . This window may be closed, the save 
canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", by clicking 
the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

When a Distances database file has been selected the "Distances DataBase" window is displayed 
(see Figure 21). This window consists of one page, listing all bases which are used in the 
current scenario. The user may now select a pair of bases to check for distance data. The pair 
of bases is designated by picking one from the right column and a second from the left column. 
Bases are designated be clicking on the space in front of the base name or on the name itself, 
or by typing the highlighted numberlletter for the base, or by scrolling to the base and pressing 
the <SPACE BAR> . Designated bases will have ( 0 )  in front of their names. 



FIGURE 20 - "Distances" Window 

6 - F o r t  B u f f a l o  N-For t  B u f f a l o  
7 - F o r t  De luxe  

E-Machine AAP 
F-Reserve Trng C t r  W-Reserve Trnp C t r  

FIGURE 21 - "Distance DataBase" Window 



When the user clicks on "OK", or presses <ENTER> a "DBIMemory Transfers" window is 
displayed (see Figure 22). The "DBIMemory Transfers" window displays the names of the two 
bases, and the distance currently in Program memory as well as that in the database. If these 
distances are not the same, the user can transfer the correct value from one data location to the 
other. This is done by clicking on one or the memory transfer choices (Memory to DataBase 
or DataBase to Memory) and either clicking on "OK" or pressing <ENTER>. Should no 
transfer be wanted, the user can click on "Cancel" or press < ESC > to return to the "Distances 
DataBase" window, and another pair of bases may be selected. 

The "Distances DataBase" window also has two shortcut transfer options. By clicking on 
"A11 > Mem" or pressing < M > , all distances in the database between pairs of bases in the 
scenario can be transferred to Program memory. Similarly, by clickling on "All>DBW or by 
pressing < D > , all distances in Program memory can be transferred to the database. When 
either of these options is selected COBRA will inform the user as to how many distances were 
found. Care must be taken when loading distances to Program memory since COBRA 
expects only to have distances entered when peoplelequipment moves are planned between 
those bases (see Section 4.2). The "Distance DataBase" window can by closed and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on "Cancel", by clicking on the Close Window Square, 
or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.6 INPUT DATA 

To create a scenario from scratch or to change an already loaded Data set the Input Data 
selection is used. The Input Data selection is made by either clicking on the words "Input Data" 
along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < ALT-I > . 'The Input Data menu will 
then appear (see Figure 23). The Data Entry and Standard Factors screens are entered by 
clicking on the desired screen name. A screen may also be entered by typing the highlighted 
numberlletter (shown in a different color) or by cursoring to the desired screen name and 
pressing <ENTER> . Data entry is covered in detail in the Chapter 4. The Input Data menu 
may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the 
screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border. or by 
pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 22 - "DBIMemory Transfers" Window 

FIGURE 23 - Input Data Menu 



3.6.1 Deleting a Base 

The user may wish to change an existing scenario by simply removing one of the bases involved. 
The deletion of a base removes the specific base and all activities involving that base from the 
scenario. By clicking on the words "Delete Bases" on the Input Data menu or by pressing 
< D > , the "Delete Bases" window is displayed (see Figure 24). The deletion of a base(s) from 
the scenario is done by designating the base(s) listed on the window by clicking in the space in 
front of the base name, and then clicking on the word "Delete" or pressing <ENTER>. A 
base may also be selected by moving the cursor to the base (using the < t > < J. > keys) and 
then pressing the Space Bar. Another way to designate the base to be deleted is to type the 
highlighted numberlletter in front of that base name. To cancel the delete function, close the 
window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or click on the Close Window 
Square, or press < ESC > . 

3.7 REPORTS 

COBRA output Reports are created, viewed on the screen, and printed using the Reports 
selection on the Main Menu. The Reports selection is made by either clicking on the word 
"Reports" along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < ALT-R > . The Reports 
menu will then appear (see Figure 25). The Reports menu may be closed by clicking on another 
Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the screen surface, by clicking on the 
words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.7.1 Generating Reports (Running COBRA) 

The user must generate COBRA Reports using the current Data set and Standard Factors before 
these Reports can be viewed or printed. By clicking on the word "Execute" on the Reports 
menu or by pressing < E > . the COBRA program will generate all Reports. This must be done 
before Reports can be viewed in the screen or printed. Reports can also be executed from 
the Main Menu by pressing < ALT-E > . Output Reports are covered in detail in the Chapter 
2 .  This option also creates an output data file (with the same filename as the COBRA scenario, 
but with an ".OUTu extension) for use with the ADDER program (see Chapter 6). 

If while it is executing, COBRA detects inconsistencies in the scenario data a Scenario Error 
Report will be generated (see Section 5.13). This Report should be reviewed, and potential 
errors resolved before the other COBRA Reports are used for analysis purposes. 



FIGURE 24 - "Delete Bases" Window 

FIGURE 25 - Reports Menu 



3.7.2 Viewing a Report 

Analysis of COBRA outputs can be done by viewing Reports on the computer screen or by 
studying printed Reports. By clicking on the words "View Report" on the Reports menu or by 
pressing < V  > , the "View Reports" window is displayed (see Figure 26). This can also be 
done from the Main Menu by pressing < ALT-V > . The selection of a Report for viewing on 
the screen is done by double clicking on the name of the desired Report. The Report file list 
may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Reports file list, with the 
< t > < J. > keys then being used to highlight the desired Report. The highlighted Report can 
then be viewed by clicking on the word "Open" or by pressing < ENTER> . This window may 
be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or by 
clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.7.3 Printing a Report 

Although COBRA output Reports can be viewed on the computer screen, eventually paper copies 
of at least some Reports will be needed. By clicking on the words "Print Report" on the Reports 
menu or by pressing < P > , a "Print Reports" window, similar to the "View Reports" window, 
is displayed. This can also be done from the Main Menu by pressing < ALT-P > . The Report 
is selected by double clicking on the name of the desired Report. The Reports file list may also 
be accessed by pressing <TAB > to move the cursor to the Reports file list, with the < t > 
< J. > keys then being used to highlight the desired Report. The highlighted Report can then 
be selected by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing < ENTER > . Once a Report is selected it 
is immediately printed and the user is automatically returned to the Main Menu. To cancel the 
Report selection before printing. close the window, and return to the Main Menu. click on the 
word "Cancel". or click on the Close Window Square. or press < ESC > 

3.7.4 Deleting a Report 

Standard COBRA Reports (Repon formats) should generali! not need to be deleted. as neu 
COBRA runs o\~eru~rite previous reports. However, by clicking on tihe words "Deiete Report' 
on the Reports menu or by pressing < R > . the "Delete Report" window will be displayed (see 
Fisure 27). To delete a Report double click on the name of the Report. The Report file list 
may also be accessed by pressing <TAB> to move the cursor to the list . with the < t > 
< 4 > keys being used to highlight the desired Report. The highlighted Report can then be 
deleted by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. To cancel the delete function, 
close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or click on the 
Close Window Square, or press < ESC > . 



FIGURE 26 - "View Reports" Window 

FIGURE 27 - "Delete Reports" Window 



3.7.5 Viewing or Printing a Group of Reports 

Many COBRA users will want to view or print two or more different R.eports from an individual 
scenario. By clicking on the words "Report Groups" or by pressing < G >  on the Reports 
menu, the "Report Groups" window is displayed (see Figure 28). There are several preset 
Report Groups already programmed, which may be viewed, modified, or added to as described 
below. 

The Report Group is selected by double clicking on the name of desired group on the "Report 
Groups" window. The Report Group file list may also be accessed by pressing <TAB > to 
move the cursor to the list, with the < t > < 4 > keys being used to highlight the desired 
group. The highlighted Report Group can then be selected by clicking on the "OK" or by 
pressing <ENTER>. When a Report Group is selected the "Reports in Group" window is 
displayed (see Figure 29) showing the Reports that are currently included in that group ([XI 
indicates that the Report is included). When the word "Clear" is clicked or the < C > is pressed 
on the "Report Groups" window a blank "Reports in Group" window is displayed. When the 
word "Cancel" is clicked, or the Close Window Square clicked, or < ESC > pressed the "Report 
Groups" window is closed and the user returned to the Main Menu. 

To add a Report to or delete a Report from the group on the "Reports in Group" window click 
on the Report name. Reports may also be addedldeleted by typing the highlighted letter in front 
of the Report name, or by highlighting the desired Report (<TAB > to move from right to left 
column, and < t > < J. > keys to move cursor to desired Report) and pressing the <Space 
Bar>. To view the group shown on the "Reports in Group" window click on the word "View" 
or press < V > . To print the group shown on the "Reports in Group" window click on the word 
"Print" or press < P > . To save the Report Group shown click on the word "Save" or press 
< S > . Any vieul. print, or save actions selected will be executed and the user returned to the 
"Reports in Group" window. See section 3.8 for a discussion of windows manipulations. To 
close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel". or click on the 
Close Winaoa- Square. or press < ESC > 



FIGURE 28 - "Report Groups" Menu 

FIGURE 29 - "Reports in Group" Window 



3.7.6 Saving a Group of Reports 

The user will generally want to save a new or modified Report Group for future retrieval and 
use. By clicking on the word "Save" or pressing < S > on the "Reports in Group" window, the 
"Save Report Group List" window is displayed (see Figure 30). If the user has changed an 
existing Report Group, the old name will be displayed, otherwise that field will be blank. The 
modified group list can be saved under the old name by clicking on the word "Save" or by 
pressing <ENTER> twice. The modified group or a newly created group list can be saved 
in the same way, after the new name has been typed in the space indicated. The save function 
can be canceled and the user returned to the "Reports in Group" window by clicking on the 
word "Cancel", or by clicking on the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

3.7.7 Deleting a Group of Reports 

The user may at some point want to delete a Report Group from CCIBRA. This process will 
only delete the grouping of the Reports; no Report that was in the group will be deleted from 
COBRA when the group of Reports is deleted. By clicking on the words "Delete Group" on the 
Reports menu or by pressing < D > , the "Delete Report Group" window will be displayed (see 
Figure 31). To delete a Report Group double click on the name of the group. The Report 
Group file list may also be accessed by pressing < TAB > to move the cursor to the list , with 
the < t > < J. > keys being used to highlight the desired group. The highlighted group can 
then be deleted by clicking on the "OK" or by pressing <ENTER>. To cancel the delete 
function, close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or click 
on the Close Window Square, or press < ESC > . 



FIGURE 30 - "Save Report Group List" Window 

FIGURE 31 - "Delete Report Group" Window 



3.8 WINDOWS 

Many of the functions of COBRA, as well as inputs of data and outputs of Reports are 
accomplished through the use of windows displayed on the computer screen. The easiest way 
to operate COBRA in this windows environment is by using a mouse, however keyboard 
operations are also possible. The Windows menu selection is made by either clicking on the 
word "Windows" along the top of the Main Menu, or by pressing < ALT-W > (see Figure 32). 
The following discussion will describe general windows operations using mouse, keyboard, and 
the Windows menu. The sample COBRA window (see Figure 33) is notional; all windows 
features are described for it, however no actual COBRA window has all of these features active. 

(1) Close Window Scluare. Clicking on this part of a window will close it, just as if 
< ESC > had been pressed. The Close Window Square is only present if the window 
is active. 

(2) Window Title. By placing the mouse cursor on the title and pressing the mouse 
button, the window can be moved (dragged) to another location on the computer screen. 
This can also be done by pressing <CTRL-F5 > , or selecting "Size/Move" on the 
Windows menu; the window can then be moved using the arrow keys, and placed by 
pressing < ENTER > . 

(3) Window Number. A number is only presented when more than one window can be 
displayed (such as when viewing Reports). Clicking anywhere on an inactive window 
will make that window active (only one window can be active at a time). Pressing VmP 
< ALT > and the Window number will also make the window active. Pressing < F6 > 
or selecting "Next" on the Windows menu will shifr the active windou to the next 
window; < SHIFT-F6 > will shift to the previous windon.. 

(4) Zoom Icon. Clicking on this icon ( ?  1 will expand the window to its full size. and 
niace the unZoorn icor! in its p i a x .  Clicking or! the unZnnn icon ( 4 ,i will shrink tho 
windob. back to its pre\.ious size. Pressing < Ff > or selecting "Zoom" on the ViTindour5 
menu will aiso toggie tine sctive windoul between Zoomea anci unZoomed conditions. 

(5) Vertical Scroll Ear. Clicking on fne tr~angles above or belou, the bar will scroll the 
text in the window up or down, while dragging the square will move the text 
proportionally. The text can aiso be moved using the < 1' > < 5. > and < PageUp > 
or < PageDown > keys. 

(6) Horizontal Scroll Bar. Clicking on the triangles left or right of the bar will scroll the 
text in the window left or right, while dragging the square will move the text 
proportionally. The text can also be moved using the <+ > < - > keys. 



FIGURE 32 - Windows Menu 
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FIGURE 33 - Sample COBRA Window 
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FIGURE 34 - TiledICascaded Windows 



(7) Grow Comer. Clicking here and dragging will allow window to be resized. This 
can also be done by pressing < CTRL-F5 > or selecting "SizeIMove" on the Windows 
menu; the window can then be sized using < SHIFT > and the arrow keys, and placed 
by pressing < ENTER > . 

(8) Input Field. This is where input is entered to COBRA. All Data and Standard 
Factors screens contain this type of field. Other examples are windows where file names 
are entered. To use an input field, move the cursor to the field using the mouse or the 
keyboard, then type in the applicable entry and press <ENTER > . 

(9) Button. Examples are "Cancel", "Next", "Save", and "OK" buttons. Clicking on 
a button with the mouse causes COBRA to react as though an actual button with the same 
function had been pressed with a finger. Buttons can also be activated by typing the 
highlighted character, or by pressing <ENTER> to activate the highlighted button. 

(10) Checkboxes. These allow the selection of one or more items from a list (such as 
Reports or Bases). The item(s) are selected by clicking on itlthem with the mouse, by 
typing the highlighted character, or by moving the cursor onto the item and pressing the 
< SPACE BAR > . 

(1 1) Radio Buttons. These function just like checkboxes, except that only one item may 
be selected from each list (such as for Printer Setup or the Distance Database). Selecting 
a second item will cancel the previous selection (just like the buttons on your car radio). 

When the user wants to display more than one window on the screen (several Reports for 
example) they may be sized and moved using the features described above, or they may be 
automatically displayed as either tiled or cascaded windows (see Figure 34). These automatic 
windows dispiays are invoked from the "View Reports" mode by pressing <CTRL-F7> or 
< F7 > respectively. These can also be selected from the Windows menu by selecting "Tile" 
or "Cascade" or pressing < T > or < C > . 

Clicking on the Word "Quit" or pressing <ALT-Q > from the Main Menu is the same as 
exiting COBRA from the File Menu (see Section 3.4.9). 



Confirm 

Do you want t o  save data i n  memory 
before loading a new data f i l e ?  

I Yes rn No Cancel rn I 

You may wish t o  re-Execute the 
scenario before viewing or pr in t ing  

FIGURE 35 - Confirmation Boxes 

3.10 WARNINGICONFIRMATION BOXES 

There are several safety features built into COBRA, designed to prevent inadvertent termination 
of the program, deletion of files, or other possible user errors. These are presented as 
"Warning" or "Confirm" boxes (see Figure 35) alerting the user to the situation, and requiring 
the user to indicate if he or she wants to continue with the operation. The choice is made by 
clicking on the option desired, or by typing the highlighted letter, or by pressing <ENTER> 
to chose the preferred (highlighted) option. 

3.11 ADVANCED OPERATIONS (Using Command-Line Parameters) 

To allow for more efficient use of COBRA, or to automate some tasks, the user may issue some 
COBRA commands directly from the DOS command line by use of Command-Line Parameters. 1 These advanced features are completely optional. The user may choose never to use them. 

Entering "COBRA" is sufficient to initiate COBRA and provide access to the Main Menu. The 
user can then load a Data file to work with. through the COBRA menus. If the user wished tc 
have COBRA automatically load a certain Data file when COBRA was initiated, he or she would 
enter "COBRA /L =filename" at the command prompt. COBRA will be then loaded. and tne 
Data file named "filename" will be in memory when the user is given access to the Main Ivlen~. 

To initiate COBRA, load a Data file. and execute it to create Reports. the user would enter 
"COBRA /E=filenameW. COBRA will then be initiated, and the user will be given access to 
the Main Menu after the Data file named "filename" has been loaded and the Reports executed. 

If the user wishes to create Reports from a Data file without modifying data before (or after); 
entering "COBRA /X =filenameu will cause COBRA to load the scenario and execute the 
Reports, after which COBRA will return the computer to the MS-DOS command line. This 
option is most useful for automating COBRA Report generation through MS-DOS batch files. 

Additionally, another parameter can be used to change the directory into which the Reports will 
be created. By using "ID =directoryu after "COBRA" (and another parameter, if specified), the 
default Reports directory specified in the Set-Up file (see Section 3.8.2) will be overridden by 
the directory specified in this parameter. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COBRA DATA INPUT 



CHAPTER 4 - COBRA DATA INPUT 

The COBRA model requires the input of specific data before it can execute its Reports. This 
w 

is done through the Data Entry screens and the Standard Factors tables which were briefly 
described in Section 3.6. Whether data is being input for the first time, or it is being modified 
from a saved data file, it is important to understand all of the inputs that are components of the 
COBRA model and therefore impact the reported results. Data Entry screens are constructed 
so that the user need only select one screen for the initial inputlupdate of data, thereafter moving 
between screensfpages by clicking on the words "Next" and "Previous"; respective keyboard 
commands are < ALT-N > and < ALT-P > . This saves the data on a screedpage to Program 
memory. The screedpage can also be saved and the user return to the Main Menu by clicking 
on "Done" or pressing < ALT-D > . To close the Data Entry screens without saving and return 
to the Main Menu click on the Close Window Square or press < ESC > . Be sure to save new 
data to Program memory before closing a screenlpage, or it will be lost. The cursor is 
moved from place to place on a screen by using the mouse or by repeated pressing of the 
< ENTER > , < TAB > , < Shift-TAB > , or the < t > < 4 > keys. The four Standard Factors 
tables are similarly completed. Detailed screen inputs are described below. See Section 3.4.2 
for saving current scenario data to disk. 

4.1 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 1 - GENERAL SCENARIO 

This is the first Data Entry screen, where the general information is entered which defines the 
scenario being analyzed. Screen 1 (see Figure 36) is contained on one page. Yilrllb 

~ r m l  Screen One - General Scenario 

1; Base Name State CY* BD* B a s e  Name 

FIGURE 36 - Screen One - General Scenario 



Option Package Name 
This is a free text name for the realignment/closure option. This appears on most output 
Reports and on the File Directory (see Section 3.4.3) (Allowed entries up to 20 
characters) 

Department 
The department running the scenario (Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force, or other 
agency). This entry is only for information, all calculations are identical for the various 
Military Departments, except that the Army uses vehicle tons rather than numbers of 
vehicles moved, and ships all vehicles (see Section 4.3). (Allowed entries up to 20 
characters; default algorithms are non-Army) 

Standard Factor File 
The Standard Factor file that is to be used with this scenario. When a Data set has been 
loaded the previously used Standard Factors file will be displayed here. When the user 
enters a different name, that new Standard Factors file replaces the old one and becomes 
the one to be used. When entering a new (never saved) name, users need not enter the 
path and extension; these will be automatically added. (Allowed entries up to 79 
characters) 

Year One is Fiscal Year 
The first fiscal year of modeled scenario. COBRA will automatically show the correct 
years on other screens and Reports based on this year. (Allowed entries four digits, 
1990 to 2100; the default is 1996) 

.4uto Time-Phase? 
The default ([XI, or on) will cause the model to automatically schedule construction and 
shut downs based on tine movement of personnel. Disabling this field (a value of [ 1. or 
off) by clicking on the field allou~s user entered scheduling (on Screen 5) to be applied 
to construction and shut downs. (Allowed entries [XI or [ 1. default is [Xlj 

Base Kame 
The name of each bzse in\.olved in the scenario (up ro 15 individual bases per scenario). 
The names entered will automatically be entered where appropriate in the remainder of 
the Data En tn  screens. See Section 3.5.1 for a discussion of loading bases from the 
database. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) 

State 
The two letter abbreviation of the state where the base is located. (Allowed entries 2 
characters) 



Close Year (or Deactivate Year) 
If the base is to be closed or deactivated, the year that the action will be accomplished. 
This is used in calculating Return On Investment years (see Section 5.1). (Allowed 

w 
entries 0 to 6) Entry of the default (0) means that the activity at the base is realignment 
only. Costlsavings algorithms are different for closing, deactivating, and realigning 
bases. 

Base Deactivated 
If the base is to be deactivated rather than closed, enter "Y" for yes. Costlsavings 
algorithms are different if the base is deactivating rather than closing. (Allowed entries 
Y or N; Default value is 'N') 

Sumrnar~lDescrivtion 
This is an eight-line, free text field for the user to enter a summary description of the 
scenario being modeled. This is for information only, but if entered, it will be printed 
on the Realignment Summary Report (see Section 5.1) and will appear in the File 
Directory (see Section 3.4.3). (Allowed entries up to 78 characters per line) 

TimeIDate of Data 
The timeldate of the data used in the scenario; this will be printed on each COBRA 
output Report. If a saved data file is used the timeldate of that file will automatically be 
displayed here. The user can type in a new timeldate in any desired format, or use the 
Set entry to enter the actual timeldate. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) - 

Set - 
This allows the user to enter the actual timeldate in the IimelDate of Data field. 
Entering [XI in the Set space will enter the current timeldate in the format HH:MM 
MMIDDIYYYY. (Allowed entries [XI or [ j 1 



4.2 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 2 - DISTANCE TABLE 

cr Screen 2 (see Figure 37) will be displayed on one or more pages, depending on the number of 
bases entered on Screen 1. 

screen TWO - D is tance Table 
D is tance between Bases ( i n  M i l es )  

From: Camp Diagon, VA To: G U  111, R I  
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Camp Frozen, NY 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Camp Rocky, OH 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Camp Swampy, LA 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Fo r t  Beach, CA 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: F o r t  Bu f fa lo ,  KS 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Fo r t  Deluxe, CA 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Fo r t  Demo, AR 
From: Carp Diagon, VA To: F o r t  D i s tan t ,  AK 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Lab Complex 11, MD 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Lab Compex V, MA 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Machine AAP, MN 
From: Camp Diagon, VA To: Base X 
From: GW 111, R I  To: Camp Frozen, NY 
From: GW 111, R I  To: Camp Rocky, OH 
From: GW 111, RI To: Camp Swampy, LA 

FIGURE 37 - Screen Two - Distance Table 

Distance Between Bases 
The distance in miles between bases involved in movements of personnel or equipment. 
All combinations of bases which were entered on Screen 1 will be presented with a place 
to enter the distance between them. The user will enter only the distances between bases 
which, in the scenario. will have movements take place (eg. If the scenario shows 
movements from Base k to Base B. and from Base B to Base C. the user will enter 
distances between A and B, and between B and C. but not enter the distance between A 
and C.). The combinations of bases shown to have moves planned (distances between 
them entered) will be automatically entered where appropriate on the remainder of the 
Data Entry screens. See Section 3.5.3 for a discussion of loading distances from the 
database. (Allowed entries 0 to 15,000 miles) 



4.3 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 3 - MOVEMENT TABLE 

For each pair of bases with movements planned (as defined by Screen 2 entries), the user will 
enter the personnel, equipment, and vehicles moving in each of the scenario years. The model 
will use these figures to calculate personnel and transportation costs and to automatically 
schedule construction and shutdown at each base. The pairs of bases will be entered 
automatically; the user need only enter the data below for the appropriate pair of bases. A 
separate page will be presented for each pair of bases (see Figure 38). 

Screen Three - Movement Table i 

Next , Previous , Done , 1 11 Lis t  Moves i n  Year ONLY! 

FIGURE 38 - Screen Three - Movement Table 

Officer Positions 
The total number of officer and warrant officer positions moving from one base of a pair 
to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 officers) 

Enlisted Positions 
The total number of enlisted personnel positions moving from one base of a pair to the 
other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 enlisted personnel) 

Civilian Positions 
The total number of civilian government employee positions (not contractors) moving 
from one base of a pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 
0 to 30,000 civilians) 

Student Positions 
The total number of military student slots (PCS and TDY) moving from one base of a 
pair to the other in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 30,000 students) 



Mission Eauipment 
The total tons (2000 poundslton) of mission equipment moving from one base of a pair 
to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 tons) 

Support Equi~ment 
The total tons (2000 poundslton) of support equipment moving from one base of a pair 
to the other base in each year of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 tons) 

Militarv Light Vehicles 
The total number of vehicles which will be driven from one base of a pair to the other 
base in each year of the scenario. The Army enters tons rather than number of vehicles. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 vehicles, or tons for Army) 

Heavvfs~ecial Vehicles 
The total number of largelspecial vehicles which will be transported (not driven) from 
one base of a pair to the other base in each year of the scenario. The Army enters tons 
rather than number of vehicles. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999 vehicles, or tons for Army) 



4.4 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 4 - BASE INFORMATION (STATIC) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will enter the specific 
information below. This data defines the starting point at each base as well as lists values which 
are expected to remain relatively constant at the base over the period of analysis. It will not 
change over the scenario years, and will change very little, if at all, from one scenario to 
another. A separate page will be presented for each base (see Figure 39). The user should save 
this data for each base so that time can be saved when the same base is part of another scenario. 
See Section 3.5.1 and 3.5.4 for discussions of loading this data fromito the database. 

screen tour  - Base Intormatron ( s t a t i c )  

Tota l  O f f i ce rs  (1993): RPMA Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Y r): 
Tota l  En l i s ted  (1993): C o m n i c a t i o n  Costs ($K/Yr): 
Total Students (1993): BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Yr): 

Total C i v i l i a n s  (1993): BOS Payro l l  (BK/Yr): 
Fam Housing Costs (SK/Yr): 

X M i  1 Fami 1 ies  On Base: 
% Civs Not Y i l l  t o  Move: Area Cost Factor: 

Off  Housing Un i ts  Vacant: CHAMPUS In-Patient(S/Vis): 
En1 Housing Uni ts  Vacant: CHAMPUS Out-Patient($/Vis): 

Total F a c i l i t i e s  CKSF): CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 

O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 

[ I  Homeowner Assistance Program 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): El Unique A c t i v i t y  Information 

Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi): 

FIGURE 39 - Screen Four - Base Information (Static) 

Total Officers (Year 0 )  
The total number of officers assigned to the base at the beginning of the scenario. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 50.000 officers) 

Total Enlisted Personnel (Year 0) 
The total number of enlisted personnel assigned to the base at the beginning of the 
scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 enlisted personnel) 

Total Militarv Students (Year 0) 
The total number of military students assigned to the base at the beginning of the 
scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 students) 

Total Civilian Emplovees Year (0) 
The total number of civilian government employees (not contractors) assigned to the base 
at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 50,000 civilians) 



Percent of Military Families Living On Base 

w The percent of assigned military families which live on the base at the beginning of the 
scenario. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Percent Civilians Not Willing to Move 
The percent of assigned civilian employees who if their positions were moved to a new 
base would not be willing to relocate to the new base. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 
percent) 

Officer Housing Units Vacant 
The total number of officer family housing units (sets of quarters) which are vacant at 
the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,000 units; usually 0) 

Enlisted Housing Units Vacant 
The total number of enlisted family housing units (sets of quarters) which are vacant at 
the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,000 units; usually 0) 

Total Facilities 
The total thousands of square feet of facilities, except for Family Housing, existing on 
the base at the beginning of the scenario. Family housing units and costs are treated 
separately from the rest of the base facilities. (Allowed entries 0 to 20,000,000 thousand 
square feet) 

Officer VHA 
The average monthly Variable Housing Allowance for officers who live off-base. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 20,000 $/month) 

Enlisted VHA 
The average monthlJr Variable Housing Allowance for enlisted personnel who live off- 
base. (Allowed entries 0 to 20.000 $/month\ 

Per Diem Rate 
The per diem rate ai the base. (Aliowed entries 0 to 400 S/dajl). 

Freight Cost 
The average cost of freight movement expected at the base. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
$100.00 $/tonlmile) 

RPMA Non-Payroll 
The Real Property Maintenance Activities budget for the base at the beginning of the 
scenario which does not include either payroll or family housing costs (which are 
accounted for separately). (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 



Communications Costs 
The base communications budget at the beginning of the scenario. If not separated from 
other Base Operations Costs they may be entered as part of the Base Operations Non- 
Payroll Costs, and no communications costs entered here. (Allowed entries 0 to 
99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Base Operations Non-Payroll 
The base operations budget for the base at the beginning of the scenario which does not 
include military or government civilian payroll costs (which are accounted for 
separately). Department contracts, which do include contractor payroll costs, should be 
included in this figure. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Base O~erations Pavroll 
The base operations payroll budget at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed entries 
0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Family Housing Costs 
The total family housing budget for the base at the beginning of the scenario. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K/Yr) 

Area Cost Factor 
The published Area Cost Factor for construction costs at the base. (Allowed entries 0.00 
to 5.00; Default value is 1.00) 

CHAMPUS In-Patient 
The average cost paid by CHAMPUS for each in-patient visit of retirees and their 
dependents to civilian (off-base) hospitals!treaunent facilities. (Allowed entries 0 to 
99,999,999 $/visitj 

CHAMPUS Out-Patienr 
The average cost paid bj, CEAMPUS for each out-patienr visir of retirees and their 
dependents to civilian (off-base) nospitals/rrearment facili~ies. (Allowed entries 0 to 
99.999,999 $/visit> 

CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare 
The percent of retirees and dependents who are eligible for Medicare rather than 
CHAMPUS. This is used to adjust CHAMPUS costs for those entitled to Medicare 
coverage. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent: Default value is 20.9%) 

Activitv Code 
A unique code for each installation, so that ADDER can identify installations in multiple 
scenarios for the Economic Impact Database (see Chapter 6). (Allowed entries up to six 
alphanumeric characters; installations with no activity code will be ignored by ADDER 
when making an Economic Impact Database file. 



Homeowner Assistance Program 

V Designated [XI if the base will have Homeowner Assistance Program costs incurred. 
When HAP is not applied at a base Relocation Services Entitlement (RSE) costs may be 
incurred for civilian employees. (Allowed entries On [XI or Off [ 1) 

Unique Activity Information 
Designated [XI if the activity being modeled can not be modeled using standard 
calculations. Marking this field with an "Xu will disconnect several of the model's 
algorithms and make Screen 8 - "Unique Activities" available for data entry (see Section 
4.8). (Allowed entries On [XI or Off [ I) 



4.5 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 5 - BASE INFORMATION (DYNAMIC) w 
For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will enter the specific 
information below. A separate page will be presented for each base (see Figure 40). This data 
does change over the scenario years, and will be greatly different from one scenario to another. 

Screen Five - Base Information (Dynamic) 

FIGURE 40 - Screen Five - Base Information (Dynamic) 

One-Time Uniaue Costs 
The unique non-recurring expenditures during each year which can not be portrayed 
properly elsewhere. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

3ne-Time Uniaue Savings 
The unique non-recurring savings during each year which can not be portrayed properly 
elsewhere. (Allowed entries O to 999.999 SK) 

One-Time Moving Costs 
The unique costs of moving during each year. Examples are special equipment or 
munitions transportation or calibration of laboratory equipment after it is moved. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

One-Time Moving Savings 
The unique savings of moving during each year. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 



Environmental Non-Construction Reauired 
The costs (negative if savings) in each scenario year of environmental mitigation, which 
are not construction. An example would be the purchase of additional sewage treatment, 
or solid waste disposal from off base. (Allowed entries -99,999 to 999,999 $K) 

Activitv Mission Costs 
The change in mission costs each year realized by the activity(ies) which are involved 
in the closure/realignment. These are costs incurred by the activity; not part of the 
normal operations of the base. Examples of activity mission costs are fuel to travel to 
training areas, supplies, contracts, etc. not part of normal base overhead costs. These 
costs should be entered for the base the activity is located at. The figure entered in the 
last year will be assumed to continue throughout the remainder of the modeled years. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

Activity Mission Savings 
The change in mission savings each year realized by the activity(ies) which are involved 
in the closure/realignment. These are savings incurred by the activity; not part of the 
normal operations of the base. These savings should be entered for the base the activity 
is located at. The figure entered in the last year will be assumed to continue throughout 
the remainder of the modeled years. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

Miscellaneous Recurring Costs 
Recurring costs in each year, which are not covered in other entries above. The figure 
entered in the last year will be assumed to continue throughout the remainder of the 
modeled years. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

Miscellaneous Recurring Savings 
Recurring savings in each year, which are not covered in other entries above. The figure 
entered in the last year will be assumed to continue throughout the remainder of the 
modeled year:. (Allowed entries 0 to 999.999 $K) 

Land Purchases/SaIes 
The purchase or sale pric:: of land during each scenario year. (AIlobrea entries -99.999 
to 999,999 SK) 

Construction Schedule 
The user may enter the percent of construction to be completed (and therefore the percent 
of construction costs incurred) in each year. User must have turned on Auto Time- 
Phase? on Screen 1; otherwise COBRA will calculate the construction schedule based on 
percentage of personnel moving in the next year (this is so construction is finished before 
the people who require those facilities are moved. (Allowed entries 0 to 100 percent) 



Shutdown Schedule 
The user may enter the percent of facilities shutdown to be completed in each year. User 
must have turned on Auto Time-Phase? on Screen 1; otherwise COBRA will calculate 
the shutdown schedule based on percentage of personnel moving out. (Allowed entries 
0 to 100 percent) 

Construction Avoidance 
The savings during each year generated by not having to construct projects (less Family 
Housing projects) which are no longer necessary because of the closure/realignrnent 
action. (Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

Family Housinv Construction Avoidance 
The savings during each year generated by not having to construct Family Housing 
projects which are no longer necessary because of the closurelrealignment action. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 999,999 $K) 

Procurement Avoidance 
The savings during each year generated by the reduction/cancellation of current contracts 
(not already included in mission, RPMA, or Base Ops costs). If reduction/cancellation 
of a contract will result in penalty costs, they should be subtracted from the savings in 
the first year that savings are reported. Also any termination penalties for mission, 
RPMA, and Base Ops contracts should be reflected here. The figure entered in the last 
year will be assumed to continue throughout the remainder of the modeled years. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 999.999 $K) 

On-Base In-Patient Retiree Visits 
The yearly change in the number of in-patient visits of retirees and their dependents to 
the on-base hospital/treatment facilities. This is used to calcuiate co~ts/sa\~ings of 
changes in CHAMPUS load. (Allowed entries -30.000 to 30.000 visits) 

On-Base Out-Patient Retiree Visits 
The yearly change in the number of out-patient visits of retirees and their dependents tc 
the on-base hospital/treatment facilities. This is used to ;:alculate costs:sa~~in_r.c 01' 

changes in CHAMPUS load. (Allowed entries -30.000 to 30.000 visits) 

Facilities Shut Down 
The total thousands of square feet of buildings to be closed. (Allowed entries 0 to 
999,999 thousand square feet) 

Familv Housing Shutdown 
The percent of Family Housing that is to be shutdown. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 
percent) 



4.6 DATA ENTRI' SCREEN 6 - BASE INFORMATION (PERSONNEL) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will enter the specific 
information below. A separate page will be presented for each base (see Figure 41). This data 
does change over the scenario years, and will be greatly different from one scenario to another. 

Screen Six - Base Information (Personnel) 
Base: Fort Distant ,  AK 

1994 1995 1996 1997 
I Force Structure Changes bv Year (+Increases / -Decreases1 I 

C i v i l i a n  Changes: 
Student Changes: 

Of f i ce r  Changes: 
Enl is ted Changes: 
C i v i l i a n  Changes: 

Of f i ce r  Changes: 
Enl is ted Changes: 
C i v i l i a n  Changes: 

H Caretaker S ta f f  Chanses bv Year (+Increases / -Decreases\ II 

I 
- .  - - - -  , -----. 

M i l i t a r y  Caretakers: 
C i v i l i a n  Caretakers: I 

I L i s t  Changes i n  Year ONLY! 

FIGURE 41 - Screen Six - Base Information (Personnel) 

Officer Force Structure Chances 
The total number of officer and warrant officer position changes at the base in each year. 
independent of the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from force 
structure chanzes are excluded from COBR4 calcuiations. (PLllonred entries -30.000 tc 
30.03J officers, 

Enlisted Force Structure Channec 
The total number of enlisted posirion chanzes at the base in each year. independent of 
the closurelrealignment action. Costsisavings resulting from force structure changes 
are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30.000 to 30.000 enlisted) 

Civilian Force Structure Changes 
The total number of civilian position changes at the base in each year, independent of 
the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from force structure changes 
are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30.000 to 30,000 civilians) 



Student Force Structure Changes 
The total number of military student position changes at the base in each year, 
independent of the closure/realignment action. Costs/savings resulting from force 
structure changes are excluded from COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 
30,000 civilians) 

Officer Scenario Changes 
The total number of officer and warrant officer positions added or eliminated at the base 
in each year, as a direct result of the closure/reaIignment action. Savings resulting 
from positions eliminated are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 
to 30,000 officers) 

Enlisted Scenario Changes 
The total number of enlisted positions added or eliminated at the base in each year, as 
a direct result of the closure/realignment action. Savings resulting from positions 
eliminated are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 
enlisted) 

Civilian Scenario Changes 
The total number of civilian positions added or eliminated at the base in each year, as 
a direct result of the closure/realignment action. Savings resulting from positions 
eliminated are included in COBRA calculations. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 
civilians) 

Officer Scenario Changes (No Salarv Savings) 
The total number of officer and warrant officer positions eliminated at the base in each 
year. as a direct resuit of the ciosure/realignrnent action. There are no salary savings 
resuiting rrom fnese positions eliminated. (Allowed entries 0 to -30.000 officers) 

- 
znAisrei Scenarlc C~ances Nt-1 S a l a ~  Savincs 

The total number of enlisted positions eliminated at t'ne base in each year, as a direct 
result of the closure~realignrnent action. There are no salary savings resulting from 

. . 
~hes:: ?3SlKioX ~~i~ i l ina tec .  i Allowed entries C td -36.099 enilsied I 

Civilian Scenario Changes (No Saianl Savings, 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated at the base in each year. as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. There are no salary savings resulting from 
these positions eliminated. (Allowed entries 0 to -30.000 civilians) 

Militan? Caretakers 
The total number of military personnel added to or subtracted from a caretaker force at 
the base for each year. It is assumed that military caretakers are enlisred personnel. 
This should be used oniy if the base is deactivating. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 
military) 



Civilian Caretakers 

w The total number of government civilian personnel added to or subtracted from a 
caretaker force at the base for each year. This should be used only if the base is 
deactivating. (Allowed entries -30,000 to 30,000 civilians) 



4.7 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 7 - BASE INFORMATION (CONSTRUCTION) 

For each base identified in the scenario (listed on Screen 1) the user will enter the specific 
information below. A separate page will be presented for each base (see Figure 42). If 
construction is not needed at the base, the Screen should be left blank. 

FIGURE 42 - Screen Seven - Base Information (Military Construction) w 
Description 

The description of a construction and/or rehabilitation effort required to support the 
closure!realignrnent scenario. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters) 

Catecori 
The MILCON category of the requirement, from Standard Factors Table 4 (see Section 
4.13). The user may. if desired. only type in the first three letters. and the program will 
automatically complete the entry from those categories on the Construction Standard 
Factors Table. If the entry is not listed on Standard Factors Table 4, COBRA will 
change it to "OTHER". (Allowed entries up to 5 characters) 

New Construction 
The size of the new construction required, in the appropriate units of measure (SF, SY, 
LF, BL), from Standard Factors Table 4 (see Section 4.13). This value times the unit 
cost on Standard Factors Table 4, is the basis of new construction costs. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 99.999,999 of the unit of measure) 



Rehabilitation 
The size of the rehabilitation requirement, in the appropriate units of measure (SF, SY, 
LF, BL), from Standard Factors Table 4 (see Section 4.13). This value times the unit 
cost and rehabilitation vs new construction, on Standard Factors Table 2, is the basis of 
rehabilitation costs. (Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 of the unit of measure) 

Total Cost 
The total cost, for the requirement where it is listed, for new construction andlor 
rehabilitation needed to support the closure/realignment action. When the user enters 
a figure here construction costs are not calculated but the figure entered here is 
accepted as the total cost; COBRA then disregards the New Construction and Rehab 
figures for Military Construction cost calculations (although these figures are used 
elsewhere, and must be entered). Requirements in the "OTHER" category have no unit 
costs in the Standard Factors table, and must have their Total Costs entered here. 
(Allowed entries 0 to 99,999,999 $K) 

Comments 
This is a place for the user to enter up to a full line of text to describe or clarify the 
scope of the construction listed. The screen only shows a small window of this text at 
one time, however when printed on the Military Construction Assets Report (see Section 
5.8) the entire line will appear on the line right below that showing the numerical 
information for the requirement. (Allowed entries up to 78 characters) 



4.8 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 8 - BASE INFORMATION (UNIQUE ACTIVITIES) 

This Data Entry screen is available for those situations where the model's standard algorithms 
do not apply. "Unique Activities" are defined as those installations for which the model's 
overhead, support for move, caretaker/mothball, and equipmentlvehicle movement algorithms 
cannot be used. Most industrial activities can be accommodated without the use of this screen. 
In those cases where Screen 8 is required, the user must first designate the base as a Unique 
Activity on Screen 4 (see Section 4.4). A separate page will be presented for each indicated 
base (see Figure 43). 

Screen Eight - Base Information (Unique Act iv i ty)  
Base: Camp Diagon, VA rrniALt v a ~ u e s  i n  SKI I 

I Overhead Savinas U - . - . . . - - - - - . . . " - 
Operating*: 

Unique Other*: 
Moving ~ a c k / ~ n p a c k : m  Costs 

Freight: 
Vehicle Moves: 

Driving: 

I Next , Previous . 
*I999 value used i n  Beyond years 

FIGURE 43 - Screen Eight - Base Information (Unique Activities) 

Administrative and Planning Overhead Costs 
The administrative and planning overhead costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 
0 to 9.999.999 $K) 

O~eratinu Overhead Costs 
The operating overhead costs for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last year 
will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 
0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Mothball Overhead Costs 
The mothball overhead costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 
$K) 



Caretaker Overhead Costs 
The caretaker overhead costs for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last year 
will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 
0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Other Overhead Costs 
The overhead costs for each scenario year which are not included in the overhead costs 
listed above; the figure entered for the last year will be assumed to continue through the 
remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Operating Overhead Savings 
The operating overhead savings for each scenario year; the figure entered for the last 
year will be assumed to continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Other Overhead Savings 
The overhead savings for each scenario year which are not included in the operating 
overhead savings listed above; the figure entered for the last year will be assumed to 
continue through the remainder of the study years. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 $K) 

Packinelunpacking Moving Costs 
The packing and unpacking moving costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 
9,999,999 $K) 

Js' 
Freieht Movine Costs 

The freight moving costs for each scenario year. (Allowed entries 0 to 9.999,999 $K) 

7 -  x .  

\ enicle Moving Cosrs 
The vehicle moving costs for each scenario year. excluding those vehicles which are 
driven. i.4llowed emries 0 to 9.999.999 sf;: 

Crivinn Movinr Cosrs -- ~ n e  eos& of driving \ eiiicies during their movemenr. (Allowed entries 0 to 9,999,999 
SKI 



4.9 DATA ENTRY SCREEN 9 - EXPLANATORY NOTES 

A single page screen is provided for the user to make any end notes that are desired (see Figure 
'V 

44). These may explain the overall scenario or expand on informati011 input on a specific Data 
Entry or Standard Factors screen. This information will be printed only on the Input Data 
Report (see Section 5.12). 

Screen Nine - E x ~ L a n a t o r ~  Notes 

I 
. -.y-- - - -  

GI 1-General [ I  &Sta t ic  61/1 7-MiLCon dfj] Faci l  SF 
L?;I 2-Distance 6111 5-Dynamic g/l 8-Unique El Tranprt SF 
GI 3-Movement El 6-Personel qjil Person1 SF qii] Milcon SF 

FIGURE 44 - Screen Nine - Explanatory Notes 

Explanatory Notes for Input Data Report: 
A free text input of user's notes referring to one or more screens. (Allowed entries 16 
lines of up to 78 characters: although only 74 characters show per line on this screen at 
one time) 

Pages Footnoted: 
User indicates screen(s) to which the note(s) apply. by clicking on the space for that 
screen, or by moving the cursor to highlight that screen and pressing the Space Bar, or 
by typing the highlighted numberlletter of the screen. These screens will then be 
identified as having note(s) on the Input Data Report (see Section 5.12). (Allowed 
entries On [XI or Off [ I )  



4.10 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 1 - PERSONNEL (see Figure 45) 

w This and the other Standard Factors Tables contain information common to all bases in the 
scenario. This data will not change for any one scenario, and should change very little, if at all, 
from one scenario to another. These Standard Factors tables should be saved for use in 
subsequent scenarios (see Section 3.4.6). 

Table One - Standard Personnel Factors 

Of f i ce rs  Married: 
Enl is ted Married: 

En l i s ted  Housing M i  lCon: 
I 

1 O f f i ce r  Salary ($/Year) 
O f f i ce r  BAQ u/Depdts (0) 
Enl i s ted  Salary ($/Year) 

En l i s ted  BAQ w/Depdts (0) 
Avg Unemploy Cost(S/Week) 
Unenploy E l i g i b l e  (Weeks) 

C i v i l i a n  Salary ($/Year) 

C i v i l i a n  Turnover: 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement: 

C i v i l i a n  Regular Retire: 
C i v i l i a n  R I F  Pay Factor: 

I Standard Factors F i l e  
Description: 

Civ Retired Pay Factor: 
P r i o r i t y  Placement: 

PPS Place lnvolv  PCS: 
Civ PCS Cost ($1: 

New Hire Cost ($1: 

Nat Median Home Price(SK): 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 

Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 
Max Home Purch Reimbur($): 

Home Ownership Rate: 
HAP Home Value Rate: 
HAP Receiving Rate: 

RSE Home Value Rate: 
RSE Receiving Rate: 

FIGURE 45 - Table One - Standard Personnel Factors 

Officers Married 
The percent of total officers who are married. Married officer couples, assigned to the 
same base should be counted as one married officer (i.e. Do not double-count two 
officers who are married to each other). This is used to calculate HAP, HHG 
transportation, and Family Housing budget. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Enlisted Married 
The percent of total enlisted personnel who are married. Married enlisted couples, 
assigned to the same base should be counted as one married member (i.e. Do not double- 
count two enlisted members who are married to each other). This is used to calculate 
HAP, HHG transportation, and Family Housing budget. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

Enlisted Housin~ MILCON 
The percent of new Family Housing and Bachelor Quarters construction to be assigned 
to enlisted personnel. This is used to determine the allocation of newly constructed on- 
post housing/barracks. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



Officer Salary 
The average officer annual salary. This is used to calculate the savings of elimination 
of officer positions. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $/Year) 

Officer BAO - With Dependents 
The average Basic Allowance for Quarters for officers, with dependents. This is used 
to calculate costs/savings of changes in the officer population living off-post. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 20,000.00 $/month) 

Enlisted Salarv 
The average enlisted annual salary. This is used to calculate the savings of elimination 
of enlisted positions. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $/Year) 

Enlisted BAO - With Devendents 
The average Basic Allowance for Quarters for enlisted, with dependents. This is used 
to calculate costs/savings of changes in the enlisted population living off-post. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 20,000.00 $/month) 

Average Unemvlovment Costs 
The average weekly unemployment cost. This is used to calculate unemployment costs 
over the period of unemployment eligibility. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 2,000.00 $/week; 
Default is $216/week) 

Unemployment Eligibility 
The number of weeks over which unemployment payments are paid. Used in conjunction 
with Average Unemployment Costs and personnel positions lost to calculate 
unemployment costs. (Allowed entries 0 to 52 weeks; Default is 26 weeks) 

Civilian Salanl 
The average annual salan,. for government civilian employees This is used rc! caicuiare 
costs/savings of changes in the size of the civilian workforce. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
99,999.99 $/Year) 

Civilian Turnover 
The average percent of government civilian employees who normally leave their positions 
each year for reasons not related to closure/realignment actions. This is used to adjust 
the size of the civilian workforce for normal turnovers. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

Civilian Early Retirement 
The average percent of government civilian employees who retire early each year as a 
result of closure/realignment actions. This is used to adjust the size of the civilian 
workforce for early retirements, and to calculate early retirement costs. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



Civilians reeular Retirement 
The average percent of government civilian employees expected to retire each year but 
not as a result of closure/realignment actions. This is used to adjust the size of the 
civilian workforce for normal retirement. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Civilian RIF Pav Factor 
The average percent of government civilian employee annual pay that will be paid as 
severance pay to those losing their jobs as a result of Reduction In Force associated 
with the closure/realignment action. (Allowed entries 0 .OO to 100.00 percent) 

Civilian Retired Pay Factor 
The average percent of increase in government civilian retirement pay as a result of early 
retirements. This is used to calculate the costs of early retirements. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Prioritv Placement 
The average percent of government civilian employees who receive other government 
jobs as a result of the Priority Placement System. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

PPS Placements Involving PCS 
The percent of personnel who receive jobs through the Priority Placement System who 
must move more that 50 miles. This is used to calculate moving costs. (Allowed entries 
0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Civilian PCS Cost 
The average cost of relocating a government civilian employee to a new location, who 
has received a job through the Priority Placement System (if the move is over 50 miles). 
An average Permanent Change of Station cost is used since PPS placements will result 
in relocations to undetermined locations. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $) 

New Hire Cost 
The average cosr to hire a new civilian employee. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 10,000.00 
$1 

National Median Home Price 
The median home cost over the entire United States. This is adjusted by the base Area 
Cost Factor, and then used to calculate HAP and RSE costs. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
2,500.00 $K) 

Home Sale Reimbursement Rate 
The average percent of home sales reimbursement. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 



Maximum Home Sale Reimbursement 
The maximum reimbursement for home sales. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 25,000.00 $) 

Home Purchase Reimbursement Rate 
The average percent of home purchase reimbursement. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 
percent) 

Maximum Home Purchase Reimbursement 
The maximum reimbursement for home purchase. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 25,000.00 
$1 

Home Ownershiv Rate 
The average percent of military personnel and government civilian employees who own 
their homes. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

Homeowners Assistance Program (HAP) Home Value Rate 
The percent of house value that HAP will pay. This is used to calculate HAP costs, 
which reported on the HAPIRSE line of the output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
100.00 percent; Default is 37 %) 

Homeowners Assistance Propram (HAP) Receiving Rate 
The average percent of homeowners who will be provided with this service. HAP will 
only be costed at a base when RSE is not applied, and it will be reported on the 
HAPIRSE line of output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent; Default is wW 
20 %) 

Relocation Service Entitlement (RSE) Home Value Rate 
The percent of house value that RSE will pay. This is used to calculate RSE costs, 
which reported on the HAPIRSE line of the output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
100.00 percent; Default is 23 7 0 )  

Relocation Service Entitlement (RSE) Receiving. Rate 
The average percent of Civilian homeowners who will be provided with this service. 
RSE will only be costed at a base when HAP is not applied, and it will be reported on 
the HAPIRSE line of output Reports. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent; Default 
is 15%) 

Standard Factors File Description 
A free-text entry for the user to describe the Standard Factors file. This is only used 
when the user calls-up the File Directory (see Section 3.4.3). (Allowed entries up to 20 
characters) 



4.11 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 2 - FACILITIES (see Figure 46) 

Table Two - Standard F a c i l i t i e s  Factors 

RPMAIBOS MOD I F I ERS MILCON PERCENTAGES 
RPMA B u i l d i n g  SF Index: Rehab vs. New Construct :  

BOS Popula t ion  Index: I n f o  Management Account: 
Program Managemt Factor: Design Percentage: 

( I nd i ces  a re  used as SIOH Percentage: 
Contingency Percentage: 

CARETAKER COSTS S i t e  Prep Percentage: 
Admin Space (SF/Pers): 

Mothba l l  Cost ($/SF): NET PRESENT VALUE REPORT 
NPV/ROI Discount Rate: 

AVERAGE SIZES NPV/ROI I n f l a t i o n  Rate: 
Bachelor Quar te rs  (SF): 

Family Quar te rs  (SF): 

APPROPRIATION REPORT INFLATION RATES I 
Next , Previous , Done , I 

FIGURE 46 - Table Two - Standard Facilities Factors 

RPMA Buildings Index 
The exponent of base building square footage, used in Real Property Maintenance 
Activity Non-Payroll cost calculations. This represents the nonlinearity of the 
relationship between change in base building area and the change in RPMA costs: normal 
value of this index is I 1 .O. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 5.00) 

BOS Population Index 
The exponent of base population. used in Base Operations Suppor; Non-Payroll cos; 
calculations. This represents the noniineariry of the reiarionsn~p between change In base 
population and the change in BOS cosrs: normal value of this index is 2 1.0. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 10.00) 

Prooram Management Factor 
Coefficient that the Base Operations Support (Payroll and Non-Payroll) is multiplied by 
to calculate the costs of administrative support for movements of personnel and 
equipment. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0) 

Caretaker Admin Space Needs 
The average administrative space required for each caretaker. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 
1,000,000.0 SF) 

Mothball Cost 
The average cost to mothball facilities. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 $/square feet) 



Average Bachelor Ouarters Size 
The average square feet of bachelor quarters. This is used to convert square feet of 
construction into sets of bachelor quarters. (Allowed entries 0 to 500 square feet) 

J 

Average Family Ouarters Size 
The average square feet of family quarters. This is used to convert square feet of 
construction into sets of family quarters. (Allowed entries 0 to 2,000 square feet) 

Rehabilitation vs New Construction Costs 
The average percent of new construction costs required to rehabilitate a space of equal 
size. This is used to adjust costs for rehabilitation rather than new construction 
requirements. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Information Management Account Percentage 
The average percent of construction cost required to provide communications; only used 
for categories measured in square feet. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Design Percentage 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to accomplish planning 
and design. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

SIOH Percentage 
The average percent of construction cost which must be added to cover project 
supervision, inspection. and overhead. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 100.0 percent) 

Continrrencir Percentarre 
The average percen: of construction cos; which must be added KO cover unforseen 
c contingency ) requirements. t Allowed entries 0.0 ro lo?. 0 percent 

S ~ t e  Prenaration Percentacr 
The average percenr of constructlor! cosr w h ~ c n  musi bt: aadec ip co\.e:. site preparar~c~ 
of fne construction aret. , k i i o ~ ~ e c  entries 6.0 LO i O2.G percenr 

NPVIROI Discount Rate 
The discount rate to be used for the Net Present Value and Return On Investmen: 
calculations (see Sections 5.1 and 5.2). (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 

NPVIROI Inflation Rate 
The inflation rate to be used for the Net Present Value and Return On Investment 
calculations (see Sections 5.1 and 5.2). (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



Avvrovriation Report Inflation Rates 

w The inflation rate projected for each of the six years of the scenario. These are used for 
the Appropriations Detail Report only (see Section 5.3) in inflation is enabled (see 
Section 3.3.7). (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 percent) 



4.12 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 3 - TRANSPORTATION (see Figure 47) 

- . . -. - .  . . - . . .  - . 
Table Tnree - stanaara l ransportat ion Factors 

Material/Assignd Pers(Lb): Equip Pack & Crate(S/Ton): 
Mi l i t  Light Vehic(S/Mi): 

O f f i ce r  HHG(Lb/Farnily): Heavy/Spec Vehic(S/Mi): 
En l i s ted  HHG(Lb/Farnily): POV Reimbursement(S/Mi): 
M i l i t a r y  HHG(Lb/Single): A i r  Transport(S/Pass Mi): 
C i v i l i a n  HHG(Lb/Person): Misc(S/Direct Employee): 

Total  HHG Costs(8/100Lb): Avg M i l  Tour LengthCYrs): 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time Off  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 

Next , Previous, 

FIGURE 47 - Table Three - Standard Transportation Factors 

Material Per Assigned Person 
The average weight of material per person assigned, other than mission and support 
equipment which is included on Screen 3. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 10,000.00 pounds per 

wv 
person) 

Officer HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per officer flimiiy. (Allowed entries 0 to 
100.000 pounds/famiI y 

Erdisted HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per enlisted famil!.. (.41Iowed entries O to 
100.000 pounds/famiiy I 

Militarv HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per single military member. (Allowed entries 
0 to 10,000 pounds/military) 

Civilian HHG 
The average pounds of household goods per government civilian employee. (Allowed 
entries 0 to 100,000 pounds/employee) 



Total HHG Costs 

'1119 The average cost of packing, storing, and unpacking 100 pounds of household goods. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100.00 $/1001b.) 

Eaui~ment Packing and Crating 
The cost for packing and crating of material to be moved. (Allowed entries 0.0 to 
100,000.00 $/ton) 

Militarv Light Vehicle 
The average cost per mile of driving military light vehicles. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 
1,000.00 $/mile) 

Heavy/Special Vehicle 
The average cost per mile of transporting (not driving) heavy or special military vehicles. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 1,000.00 $/mile) 

POV Reimbursement 
The average reimbursement rate for driving Personally Owned Vehicles. (Allowed 
entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/mile) 

Air Trans~ort 
The average cost of air transporting a passenger. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 
$/mile) 

1 
Miscellaneous 

The average moving cost per direct employee. nor covered by other moving costs. 
(Allowed entries 0 .OO to 100,000.00 $/employee) 

.4veraze Militan1 Tour Lencth 
The average length of military assignmenrs. Th!. is U S Y C  rr aci)~:: In? moving costs ts 
account for those personnel who would move each year. lndependenr of rhz 
closure/realignment acrion. (Allowed entries l .OO to 20.00 years: Default is 3 .OO years r 

Routine PCS Costs 
The average routine PCS costs per military position, per move. This is used in 
conjunction with the Average Military Tour Length to offset PCS costs to account for 
personnel who would move each year, independent of the closure/realignrnent action. 
(Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/person/move) 

One-Time Officer PCS Costs 
The average one-time costs of officer PCSs, per person. This is used in conjunction with 
the number of officer positions eliminated to estimate costs of moving officers to their 
"final " locations. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/person) 



One-Time Enlisted PCS Costs 
The average one-time costs of enlisted PCSs, per person. This is used in conjunction 
with the number of enlisted positions eliminated to estimate costs of moving enlisted 

ur 
personnel to their "final" locations. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 100,000.00 $/person) 



4.13 STANDARD FACTORS TABLE 4 - CONSTRUCTION (see Figure 48) 

Milcon Categories Units 

School Buildings (SF) 
Maintenance Shops 
Bachelor Quarters* 
Family Quarters* 

Recreation Faci l  (SF) 
Comnunications Faci l  (SF) 
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 

Medical F a c i l i t i e s  (SF) 
Environmental 

*Units: SF or EA (each) 

Figure 48 - Table Four - Standard Construction Factors 

Cost uer Unit of Measure 

w The average cost per Unit of Measure (UM) for new construction of each of the military 
construction categories listed. (Allowed entries 0.00 to 99,999.99 $IUM) 

Bachelor Ouarters Construction Units 
This construction category unit of measure is entered hj the 17.b. 2: either SF or E.4. 
(-Allowed enrries up tc two characters: Default \.slue is .SF' J 

."'dmiii Quarters Construction units 
This construction catezory unit of measure is entered b\ the user as either SF  or Er\ 
(-Allowed entries up to two characters: Defaul: value is 'SF" 

Environmental Construction Units 
This construction category line is for construction required for environmental mitigation. 
The units of measure for this category may be filled in by the user (Allowed entries 2 
characters e.g. KG, TN. etc.). Only include actual on-base construction here; non- 
construction environmental mitigation costs are entered on Screen 5 .  

Optional CategoriesIUnits 
These are lines for entry of up to 18 construction requirements (and UM) which do not 
fit into the listed categories. or that the user wishes to specifically separate from other 
requirements in a category which is listed. (Allowed entries up to 20 characters for 
categories, 2 characters for units) 
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CHAPTER 5 - COBRA REPORT OUTPUT 

This chapter will cover the various Reports that COBRA generates. Although most Reports 
provide outputs in terms of dollar costs and savings, several also provide non-dollar value 
information (such as numbers of personnel, square feet of construction, etc.). Both costs and 
savings can be reported as positive or negative numbers. A cost reported as a positive number 
represents an actual cost, and a negative cost represents an actual savings. Similarly, a savings 
reported as a positive number represents an actual savings, and a negative savings represents an 
actual cost. The viewing and printing of individual and group Reports was discussed earlier (see 
Section 3.7.5) and therefore, will not be discussed again here. Appendix B contains sample 
COBRA Reports. 

5.1 REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (File name COBSUM.RPT) 

The key output of the COBRA model is the Realignment Summary. This Report is contained 
on one or two pages (see Section 3.3.7), which display key values with which to evaluate the 
modeled scenario and to compare it with other scenarios. 

ROI Year (Years to Break Even) 
This is Fiscal Year (and the years it takes, after comuletion of the closure/realignment 
action) to generate enough savings to offset the Total Costs and reach the break even 
point. In other terms, this is the Payback Period. 

Option NPV in (Year 20) 
The Net Present Value of the costs (if negative number, savings) of the realignment in 
discounted constant First Year dollars. This is a measure of the total costs (over the 20- 
year period of analysis) to be realized by taking the closure~realignment actions in the 
scenario. The larger the negative value of NPV, the more the net savings and the more 
advantage there is to the realignment. If the NPV is not a negative number the 
realignment will result in a net cost over the 20-year period. 

Total One-Time Cost 
The cost of doing the closure/realignment modeled. This is the amount that must be 
offset by the net savings generated by the action. 

Net Costs, Militarv Construction 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 

Net Costs, Personnel 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 



Net Costs. Overhead 

w The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities, Base Operations 
Support, and Program Planning. 

Net Costs, Moving 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to movement of personnel 
and material. 

Net Costs. Mission 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, realized by the operations of 
the organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment. These are in such areas 
as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base overhead functions. 

Net Costs, Other 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered in 
the other net costs lines. Examples are sales of real estate, non-construction 
environmental mitigation, procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Officer Positions Eliminated 
The total number of officer positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct result 
of the closure/realignment action. Does not include positions eliminated with no salary 
savings. 

V 
Enlisted Positions Eliminated 

The total number of enlisted positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/reaiignment action. Does nor include positions eliminated with 
no salary savings. 

Civilian Positions Eliminated 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. Does not include positions eliminated with 
no salary savings. 

Officer Realignments 
The total number of officer positions realigned each year. 

Enlisted Realignments 
The total number of enlisted positions realigned each year. 

Student Realignments 
The total number of student positions realigned each year. 



Civilian Realignments 
The total number of civilian positions realigned each year. 

Total Realignments 
The total number of all types of positions realigned each year. 

Surnmarv/Description: 
If the user has entered a text description of the scenario, it will be printed here (see 
Section 4.1) 

Note: The following values will not be included if the "COBRA Summary Second Page" 
option in COBRA Setup is disabled (see Section 3.3.7). 

Costs. Militarv Construction 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 

Costs. Personnel 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 

Costs, Overhead 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year. due to changes in overhead: 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities. Base Operations 
Support, and Program Planning. 

Costs, Moving 
The costs (if negative number. savings) i ~ ?  each year. due to rncvement of personnel and 
material. 

Costs. Mission 
The costs (if negative number. savings) in each year, realized bjT the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment. These are in such areas as 
fuel, supplies, contracts. etc. which are not part of normal base overhead functions. 

Costs. Other 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered in the 
other net costs lines. Examples are non-construction environmental mitigation, 
procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Savinrrs. Militarv Construction 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 



Savings, Personnel 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 

Savings. Overhead 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities and Base 
Operations Support. 

Savings, Moving 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to movement of personnel and 
material. 

Savings. Mission 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, realized by the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the closure/realignrnent activities. These are in such 
areas as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base overhead 
functions. 

Savin~s. Other 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to factors not covered in the 
other net savings lines. Examples are sales of real estate, procurement changes, and 
CHAMPUS. 

5.2 hXT PRESENT VALUES REPORT (Fiie name hP\'.RPT) 

Another key COBRA Report is the Net Present Values (NPV) Report. This is usually contained 
on a singie page. which ciisplays the Cost and Inflated Cost for each year. and NPV of the cost 
of the realignment for each of the years of the analysis period (only uses more than one page 
if the years to achieve a net savings is large). The point where the NPV goes from a positive 
lralue (a cost) to a negative vaiue (a savings) is the ROI of the scenario; also shown on the 
COBRA Realignment Summary Report. 

Year 
The scenario year for which the costs are reported. 

Cost 
The cost in each year of the analysis (Base-Year dollars). 

Adiusted Cost 
The inflatedldiscounted cost in each year of the analysis (Then-Year dollars). 



NPV 
The Net Present Value of the cumulative cost in each year of the analysis. These are the 
discounted values of the respective inflated costs for each year. 

5.3 APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (File name APPDE'I'. RPT) 

This Report provides detailed yearly costs, savings, and net costs of the closure/realignment. 
If the total net costs have not become a negative number (meaning a net savings) at or before 
the "Beyond" year, no savings are realized for the closure/realignment action. Note that this 
report may contain pages for each individual base, or be inflated, depending upon the options 
in the COBRA Setup (see Section 3.3.7). 

5.4 ONE-TIME COST REPORT (File name 1TIMCOST.RPT) 

This Report provides the total one-time costs, savings, and net costs for the total scenario. The 
total of the yearly one-time net costs shown on the Appropriations Detail Report is identical to 
the Total Net One-Time Costs shown on this Report. Note that this report may contain pages 
for each individual base, depending upon the options in the COBRA Setup (see Section 3.3.7). 

5.5 RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (File name RPMABOS.RPT) 

This Report shows changes in Real Property Maintenance Activity, Base Operations Support. 
and Housing costs for each year of the scenario. 

5.6 BOS, LAND, SF, AND RPMA DELTAS REPORT (File name DELTAS-RPT) 

This Report shows, for each base. the number and percent change in personnel. Base Operations 
Support costs. Real Property Maintenance Activity costs, combined RPMA and BOS costs, and 
building square footage. Also shown are the ratio of changes in BOS, RPMA. RPMA plus 
BOS, acreage. and square footage to changes in personnel. 

5.7 MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS REPORT (File name MILCONAS.RPT) 

This Report provides a single-page summary of costs for all bases involved in the 
closure/realignment where construction or rehabilitation will be required. The cost of each 
requirement includes not only the construction costs, but also the design, SIOH, site preparation, 
information management, and contingency costs; also shown are land purchases and construction 
avoidances. Note that this report may contain pages showing requirements and costs for each 
individual base, depending upon the options in the COBRA Setup (see Section 3.3.7). 



5.8 PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (File name PERSIMP.RPT) 

w 
This Report shows a one-page summary of yearly civilian personnel realignments and 
eliminations for the entire scenario. Note that this report may contain pages for each individual 
base, depending upon the options in the COBRA Setup (see Section 3.3.7). 

5.9 PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (File name PERSSUM.RPT) 

This Report totals of all personnel Force Structure Changes, Scenario Changes, and Positions 
Realigning to and from each base. 

5.10 PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES REPORT (File name PERSPERC.RPT) 

This Report shows the yearly number and percentage of personnel changes at each base 
(percentages are used for automatic scheduling of construction and facilities to be shut down). 
Also shown are the time-phasings as calculated from the yearly personnel changes. This report 
is only generated if the "Auto Time-Phase" option on Screen 1 is enabled (see Section 4.1). 

5.11 INPUT DATA REPORT (File name INPUTDAT.RPT) 

This Report is a print-out of all Data Entry Screens and Standard Factors Tables selected on the 
COBRA Setup screen (see Section 3 . 3 . 7 ,  showing the scenario inputs upon which the other 
Reports are based. 

5.22 SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (File name ERROR.RPT) 

This Report is created only if COBRA finds inconsistencies in scenario data. Since all Reports 
are generared at once, the otiner Reports will have been made using potentially incorrect data. 
When z Scenario Enor R e p o ~  is present. therefore. it should be checked immediateiy tc 
determine if data corrections should be made. Once corrections are made to scenario data the 
Reports must be executed again before they are used for analysis purposes. The specific datz 
inconsistencies that COBRA checks for are: 

Option Package Name. Department 
If the Department is not recognized by COBRA, the Report will say so. COBRA will 
also remind the user if no Option Package Name has been entered. 

Base Names 
COBRA will alert the user if there are two bases with the same Name, or if a base has 
no name. 



Close YearIDeactivate 
COBRA will alert the user if a base is deactivating with no year to be deactivated 
entered. 

Activity Code 
COBRA will list all bases with no Activity Code defined on Input Screen 4 (Section 4.4). 

Time-Phasing of Construction or Shutdown 
If the user is entering these schedules (rather than letting COBRA do them automatically) 
COBRA will alert if the yearly percentages do not total to 100%. 

Caretakers 
COBRA will check that no base loses more caretakers than it has, and than none are 
assigned to a base unless it is to be deactivated. 

Personnel MovementIMigration 
COBRA will check that no base loses more personnel than it has, and that none remain 
or move, after it closes. 

Personnel Realignments 
COBRA checks that civilians retiring, civilian turnover, civilians quitting, and civilians 
not willing to move never exceed 100%. 

Military Construction 
COBRA will alert the user if a requirement uses a unit cosr of SO. Also. no requirement 
with an "OTHER" categop musi have the total cosr speciflea 

WI4k Caicuiations 
COBRA will alert the user if a base has more souarc feer shu!d~~x:~  thzr, i: had. or if 2 
base stii; noicr faciiiilec zite; r: cioses. 
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CHAPTER 6 - OPERATING ADDER 

ADDER has been designed to operate as closely to COBRA as possible; so that users of COBRA 
will find ADDER'S operation relatively familiar. However, this section should be read 
completely; and after an initial reading, users need generally refer only to the section(s) where 
he or she has a question. 

6.1 INITIATING ADDER 

To open the ADDER program, access the disudirectory where COBRA and ADDER have been 
installed (see Chapter 2), type "ADDER" and press < ENTER > . The "About ADDER" 
window will then appear (see Figure 49). 

This welcome screen identifies the ADDER model and its version number; the telephone number 
of R&K Engineering, the COBRA developer, is also provided. 

To close the "About ADDER" window and access the Main Menu, click on the "OK" at the 
bottom-center of the window. Other methods of closing the window are: clicking on the Close 
Window Square [ . ] at the upper-left of the window border; clicking on the words "ESC-Close 
window" on the bottom border; pressing < ENTER > ; or pressing < ESC > . 

6.2 THE MAIIL' MENU 

-. ine  Main  men^ is the starting point for using the ADDER program. Upon closing the initial 
dispiay of the ' A ~ o u t  ADDER" window, the screen will display the Main Menu (see Figure 50). 
Along the top of this screen are displayed the "Help". "File". "Reports". "Windows". and 
"Quit" menu seiecrions. 2uring the use of ADDER additional menu windows. reports. and 
other data are displayed on the screen: however, the Main Menu selections will always remain 
displayed behind any other active displays. Each of the Main Menu selections is summarized 
5p_ioii . 



FIGURE 49 - "About ADDER" Window 

FIGURE 50 - Main Menu 



6.3 HELP 

From the Main Menu the Help selection is made by either clicking 011 the word "Help" along 
the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < ALT-H > . The Help menu will appear (see 
Figure 51). By clicking on the words "About ADDER" or by pressing < A > ,  the "About 
ADDER" window will again be displayed (see Section 6.1, above). The Help menu may be 
closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an, open area of the screen 
surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by pressing 
< ESC > . Note that the ADDER HeIp Menu is identical to the COBRA, Help Menu (see Section 
3.3) except for the lack of a "Files Used" command, and for differences in the ADDER Setup 
(described below). 

6.3.1 Changing ADDER Set-Up 

ADDER has severaI options for generating and printing its reports that can be changed by using 
the "ADDER Setup" Window (see Figure 52). By clicking on the words "ADDER Setup" or 
by pressing < S > from the Help Menu, the "ADDER Setup" window is displayed. To cancel 
any change(s), close the window and return to the Main Menu click on the word "Cancel", or 
click on the Close Window Square, or press < ESC > . Click on "OK" to save changes. Note 
that COBRA and ADDER use the same configuration file (COBRA.INI), so that any changes 
made in one affect them both. 

ADDER will format its output for most dot matrix (those that are EPSONIIBM compatible) and 
laser (those that are are HP LaserJet compatible) printers, or print them unformatted (requiring 
a wide-carriage printer for most reports). The user can select which type of printer is to be 
used. along with a printer device name for that printer. The default device name is "PRN" 

which wiii work with most system configurations. Shouid a system not be able to print with this 
setting (a LAN for example), or should the system have multiple printers (a LaserJet on LPT! : 
and a dot matrix on LPT?:. for example) the correcr device name can be entered in tht. 
appropriate "Device Name " field. 

If the user wants to change the directory to be used to store Reports. the new entry can be typed 
into the "Report Directory" field. This may be useful if the user wants to run a new scenario 
or set of Reports. while continuing to save the current Reports in memory. Unless the directory 
is changed, any new Reports will automatically overwrite the old ones. 

Other options available are whether or not inflation will be applied to the ADDER Appropriation 
Detail report, and whether or not to include a second page with the ADDER Summary report 
listing total Costs and Savings. Click on the desired options, or press <ALT> and the 
highlighted letter, to turn that option on or off (those options with an "Xu next to them will be 
used in future reports. 



FIGURE 5 1 - Help Menu 

FIGURE 52 - "ADDER Setup" Window 



6.4 FILE 

The File selection is made by either clicking on the word "File" along the top of the Main Menu 
screen, or by pressing < ALT-F > . The File menu wiII appear (see Figure 53). The File menu 
may be closed by clicking on another Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the 
screen surface, by clicking on the words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by 
pressing < ESC > . Note that the DOS Shell, Change Dir, and Exit options operate in the same 
manner for ADDER as the do for COBRA (see section 3.4). 

6.4.1 Loading Data Files 

By clicking on the words "Load Data File" on the File menu or by pressing < L >  , the "Select 
File(s) to Load" window is displayed (see Figure 54). This window consists of one or more 
pages listing all COBRA output files (in the form "*.OUTv) in the current directory. The user 
may now select as many files as desired to be loaded from the disk into Program memory. The 
files are selected by clicking on the space in front of the file name, or by typing the highlighted 
numberlletter for the file, or by scrolling to the file name and pressing < SPACE BAR> to 
select it. A selected file will appear with [XI in front of it on the list. The selected file(s) are 
loaded into Program memory by clicking on the word "Open", by pressing < 0 > , or by 
pressing <ENTER>. To see other pages of this window, click on "Next" or "Previous", or 
press < N  > or < P >  . The "Next" and "Previous" selections load the files selected on the 
current page, and then move to the new page. To do a quick search for a file, type the file 
name in the "Search for:" field and click on "Open" or press < 0 > . Search can also be 
invoked by pressing <ENTER> once to complete the file name entry, and again pressing 
<ENTER> to start the search. ADDER will load any files selected on the current page, and 
then move to the page containing the name of the file searched for. This window may be closed 
with no further loading. and the user returned to the Main Menu. by clicking on the word 
"Cancel". by clicking on the Close Window Square. or by pressing < ESC > . This window may 
aiso be opened from the Main Menu. by pressing < ALT-L> Any newr files loaded are 
added to whatever data is already in ADDER Program memory. To clear Program 
memory before loading in COBRA output file(s), use the Clear Data (see Section 6.4.5) 
option before the Load Data File option. The file name of the first data file loaded will be 
displayed at the bottom border. Note that if different COBRA output files have different values 
for inflationldiscount rates, starting year, etc.. the values in the first file loaded will be used. 

6.4.2 Loading ALL Files 

This option will load ALL COBRA output files (in the form "*.OUTu) in the current directory, 
unlike the Load Data File option (see above) which requires the user to pick and choose files. 
Note that the Change Dir command (described in section 3.4.8) allows the user to change the 
current directory. Used in conjunction with the Load ALL Files conlmand, this will allow the 
user to load all COBRA output files in any directory. 



FIGURE 53 - File Menu 

FIGURE 54 - "Select File(s) to Load" Window 



6.4.3 Saving Current Data 

Combined COBRA output files can be saved into a single file for future retrieval and use. By 
clicking on the words "Save Data File" on the File menu or by pressing < S > , the "Save Data 
File" window is displayed (see Figure 55). This window may also be opened from the Main 
Menu, by pressing < ALT-S > . The saving of the current data set is done by typing the Data 
file name desired or leaving the previously saved file name, and then clicking on the word 
"Save". The file may also be saved by pressing <ENTER> . This window may be closed, the 
save canceled, and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel", or 
by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . Note that combined data files 
have an extension of " .OPTu, instead of ".OUTu like single-scenario files. 

6.4.4 Clearing the Data Set 

To create a new ADDER scenario combination from scratch, the Program memory should be 
cleared of any currently loaded Data before loading new COBRA output files (see Sections 6.4.1 
and 6.4.2). By clicking on the words "Clear Data Set" on the File menu or by pressing < C > , 
the currently used Data is removed from the ADDER Program memory (If previously saved, 
it remains saved on disk). A new Data Set can then be created by loading in other COBRA 
output files. This window may be closed and the user returned to the Main Menu by clicking 
on the word "Cancel", or by clicking the Close Window Square, or by pressing < ESC > . 

6.4.5 Deleting Saved Data 

The user ma!. wanr to permanentiy remove COBRA or ADDER output files from disk when they 
are outdated and/or no ionger under consideration. By ciicking on the words "Delete Data File" 
on the File menu or by pressing < D > . a "Delete Data Fiie" ulindour (see F i ~ u r e  56) .  The 
. .  . aelzilor, i?i' 2 szvec Dats file is done b!- Coubie ciicking or? the file to bt: deleted. Tne Data files 

iist ma!; also be accessed by pressing < TAB > to move the cursor to the list, with the < ?. > 
< ; > keys then being used to nigniight fne desired Data fiie. The highlighted Data file can 
the;: be deleted and f ie  user rzmrned to the Main Menu by ciicking on the word "OK" or by 
pressing < ENTER > . This windo~l may be closed. the delete function canceled, and the user 
returned to the Main Menu by clicking on the word "Cancel": or by clicking the Close Window 
Square. or by pressing < ESC > . 



FIGURE 56 - "Delete Data File" Window 



6.5 REPORTS 

ADDER output Reports are created, viewed on the screen, and printed using the Reports 
selection on the Main Menu. The Reports selection is made by either clicking on the word 
"Reports" along the top of the Main Menu screen, or by pressing < ALT-R> . The Reports 
menu will then appear (see Figure 57). The Reports menu may be closed by clicking on another 
Main Menu selection, by clicking on an open area of the screen surface, by clicking on the 
words "ESC-Close window" on the bottom border, or by pressing < ESC > . Note that the 
ADDER Reports menu is identical to the COBRA Reports menu (see Section 3.7) in all ways 
but the following: 

6.5.1 Generating Reports (Running ADDER) 

The user must generate ADDER Reports using the current Data files loaded before these Reports 
can be viewed or printed. By clicking on the word "Execute" on the Reports menu or by 
pressing < E >  , the ADDER program will generate all Reports. This must be done before 
Reports can be viewed in the screen or printed. Reports can also be executed from the Main 
Menu by pressing < ALT-E > . Output Reports are covered in detail in the Chapter 7.  Note 
that ADDER Reports have an ".ARTu extension, rather than the ".RPTW extension used in 
COBRA. If while it is executing, ADDER detects inconsistencies in the data an ADDER Error 
Report will be generated (see Section 7.6). This Report should be reviewed, and errors 
resolved, before the other ADDER Reports are used for analysis purposes. ADDER also 
generates a data file for the Economic Impact Database. This file has the same name as the 
ADDER data in memory, but with an " .EIRM extension. 

6.5.2 Viewing or Printing a Group of Reports 

ADDER uses the same Group files (in the format "*.GRPU) that COBRA does: considering. for 
example, the COBRA  summa^ Report and ADDER Summary Report as equivalent. Since 
ADDER generates less reports than COBRA, however, the "Reports in Group" window is 
different (see Figure 58). Other than that, all Group functions work identically for COBRA and 
ADDER (see Section 3.7.5). 



FIGURE 57 - Reports Menu 

FIGURE 58 - "Reports in Group" window 



The ADDER Windows Menu (see Figure 59) is in every way identical to the COBRA Windows 
Menu (see Section 3.8). 

6.7 QUIT 

Clicking on the Word "Quit" or pressing <ALT-Q> from the Main Menu is the same as 
exiting ADDER from the File Menu. 

6.8 ADVANCED OPERATIONS (Using Command-Line Parameters) 

To allow for more efficient use of ADDER, the user may issue some commands to ADDER 
directly from the DOS command line by use of Command-Line Parameters. These advanced 
features are completely optional. The user may choose never to use them. 

To specify which files ADDER should load, enter "ADDER" followed by as many filenames 
(including wildcards) as desired. For example, all of the following are legal usages of ADDER: 

ADDER *.OUT 
ADDER TESTDATA.OUT MULTI.OUT 
ADDER C:\COBRA\ARMY\*.WT C:\COBRA\NAVY\*.OUT C:\COBRA\USAF\*.OUT 

Helo F i l e  Reoorts Windows Ouit 09:22:12 

FIGURE 59 - Windows Menu 
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CHAPTER 7 

ADDER REPORT OUTPUT 



CHAPTER 7 - ADDER REPORT OUTPUT 

This chapter will cover the various Reports that ADDER generates. Although most Reports 
provide outputs in terms of dollar costs and savings, several also provide non-dollar value 
information (such as numbers of personnel, etc.). Both costs and savings can be reported as 
positive or negative numbers. A cost reported as a positive number represents an actual 
cost, and a negative cost represents an actual savings. Similarly, a savings reported as a 
positive number represents an actual savings, and a negative savings represents an actual 
cost. The viewing and printing of individual and group Reports was discussed earlier (see 
Section 3.7) and therefore, will not be discussed again here. Appendix C contains sample 
ADDER Reports. 

7.1 ADDER REALIGNMENT SUMMARY REPORT (File name ADRSUM.ART) 

The key output of the ADDER model is the Realignment Summary. This Report is 
contained on one or two pages (see Section 6.3. I), which display key values with which to 
evaluate the modeled scenario and to compare it with other scenarios. 

ROI Year (Years to Break Even) 
This is Fiscal Year (and the years it takes, after com~letion of the closure/realignment 
actions) to generate enough savings to offset the Total Costs and reach the break even point. 
In other terms, this is the Payback Period. 

Option NPV in (Year 20) 
The Net Present Value of the costs (if negative number. savings) of the reali, onments 
in discounted constant First Year dollars. This is a measure of the total costs (over 
the 20-year period of analysis) to be realized by taking the closure/realignmen~ actions 
in the scenario. The larger the negative value of NP\'. the more the net savings an@ 
the more advantage there 1s tc fhe reaiignmenr If the NP\- n3t 2 nega:i\.e namSz: 
the realignment will result in a net cost over the 20-year period. 

TotaI One-Time C O S ~  
The cost of doing the closureirealignments modeled. This is the amount that must be 
offset by the net savings generated-by the actions. 

Net Costs, Military Construction 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in 
construction requirements. 

Net Costs. Personnel 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 



Net Costs. Overhead 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities, Base 
Operations Support, and Program Planning. 

Net Costs. Moving 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to movement of 
personnel and material. 

Net Costs. Mission 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, realized by the operations of 
the organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment. These are in such 
areas as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base overhead 
functions. 

Net Costs, Other 
The net costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered in 
the other net costs lines. Examples are sales of real estate, non-construction 
environmental mitigation, procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Officer Positions Eliminated 
The total number of officer positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/realignment action. Does not include positions eliminated with 
no salary savings. 

Enlisted Positions Eliminated 
The total number of enlisted positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the ciosureirealignment action. Does not include positions eliminated with 
no salary savings. 

Ciirilian Positions Eliminated 
The total number of civilian positions eliminated each year at the bases, as a direct 
result of the closure/reaIignment action. Does not inciude positions eliminated with 
no salary savings. 

Officer Realienments 
The total number of officer positions realigned each year. 

Enlisted Realignments 
The total number of enlisted positions realigned each year. 

Student Reali~nments 
The total number of student positions realigned each year. 



Civilian Realignments 
The total number of civilian positions realigned each year. 

Total Realignments 
The total number of all types of positions realigned each year. 

Note: The following values will not be included if the "ADDER Summary Second Page" 
option in COBRA Setup is disabled (see Section 6.3.1). 

Costs, Military Construction 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 

Costs. Personnel 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 

Costs, Overhead 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities, Base 
Operations Support, and Program Planning. 

Costs. Moving 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to movement of personnel 
and material. 

Costs. Mission 
The costs (if negative number. savings) in each year. realized by the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the ciosurelrealignrnent. These are m such areas as 
fuel, supplies. contracts. etc. which are not part of normal base overhead functions. 

Costs. Other 
The costs (if negative number, savings) in each year, due to factors not covered in the 
other net costs lines. Examples are non-construction environmental mitigation, 
procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

Savings, Militarv Construction 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in construction 
requirements. 



Savings, Personnel 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in housing 
allowances, salary savings for eliminated personnel positions and associated costs such 
as severance pay. 

Savings. Overhead 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to changes in overhead; 
primarily caused by changes on Real Property Maintenance Activities and Base 
Operations Support. 

Savings. Moving 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to movement of personnel 
and material. 

Savings. Mission 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, realized by the operations of the 
organizations that are involved in the closure/realignment activities. These are in 
such areas as fuel, supplies, contracts, etc. which are not part of normal base 
overhead functions. 

Savings. Other 
The savings (if negative number, costs) in each year, due to factors not covered in the 
other net savings lines. Examples are procurement changes, and CHAMPUS. 

7.2 ADDER NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (File name NP\'.ART) 

Another key ADDER Report is the ADDER Net Present Values (NPV) Repon. This is 
usually contained on a single page, which displays the Cost and Inflated Cost for each year. 
and NPV of the cost of the realignments for each of the years of the analysis period (only 
uses more than one page if the years to achieve a net savings is large). The point where the 
NPV goes from a positive value (a cost) to a negative value (a savings) is the ROI of the 
scenario; also shown on the ADDER Realignment Summary Report. 

k'ear 
The scenario year for which the costs are reported. 

Cost 
The cost in each year of the analyses (Base-Year dollars). 

Adiusted Cost 
The inflatedldiscounted cost in each year of the analyses (Then-Year dollars). 



NPV 
The Net Present Value of the cumulative cost in each year of the analyses. These are 
the discounted values of the respective inflated costs for each year. 

J 

7.3 ADDER APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (File name APPDET.ART) 

This Report provides detailed yearly costs, savings, and net costs of the 
closure/realignrnents. If the total net costs have not become a negative number (meaning a 
net savings) at or before the "Beyond" year, no savings are realized for the 
closure/realignment actions. Note that this report may be inflated, depending upon the 
options in the ADDER Setup (see Section 6.3.1). 

7.4 ADDER ONE-TIME COST REPORT (File name 1TIMCOST.ART) 

This Report provides the total one-time costs, savings, and net costs for the totalled 
scenarios. The total of the yearly one-time net costs shown on the Appropriations Detail 
Report is identical to the Total Net One-Time Costs shown on this Report. 

7.5 ADDER INPUT DATA REPORT (File name INPUTDAT.ART) 

This Report is a listing of all COBRA scenarios which were combined into this ADDER 
scenario. 

7.6 ADDER ERROR REPORT (File name ERROR.ARTj 

This Report is created oni!, if ADDEE finds inconsistenclt!~ ir. S=223:.iC a2ri2. Since a l l  
Reports are zenerated at once, the other Reports nlill have beer, made using potentially 
incorrect data. When an ADDER Error Report is present. therefore. it should be checked 
immediately to determine if data corrections shouia be maae. Once corrections are made to 
scenario data the Reports must be executed again before they are used for analysis purposes. 
The specific data inconsistencies that COBRA checks for are: 

COBRA Scenario Names 
If the same COBRA Scenario filename appears more than once (meaning that that 
scenario was probably double-counted), the Report will say so. 

7.7 ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (File name EIR.AKT) 

This Report displays economic information that can be used to assess economic impact. 
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Acronym Meaning 

APPENDIX A - TABLE of ACRONYMS 

Acronym Meaning 

AMC Army Material Command POL Petroleum, Oil, and 
Lubricants 

BAQ Basic Allowance for 
Quarters POV Privately Owned Vehicle 

BL Barrel PPS Priority Placement System 

BOS Base Operations Support RDT&E Research, Development, 
Test and Evaluation 

CHAMPUS Civilian Health and Medical 
Program for the Uniformed RIF Reduction in Force 
Services 

RITA Relocation Income Tax 
DA Department of the Army Allowance 

DOD Department of Defense ROI Return on Investment 

DOS Disk Operating System RPMA Real Property Maintenance 
Activities 

EA Each 
RSE Relocation Service 

GAO General Accounting Office Entitlement 

EiiF Homeowners Assisrance SF Square F O O ~  (Feet) 
oram Pro, 

~ 1 0 ~  Supervisior.. inspection. and 
HHG Household Goods Overhead 

1: Kilob!ltes S 1- Square Jyard( s 1 

LAN Local Area Network TDY Temporary Duty 

LF Linear Foot (Feet) UM Unit of Measure 

MILCON Military Construction VHA Variable Housing Allowance 

NPV Net Present Value $K Thousands of Dollars 

PCS Permanent Change of 
Station 
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APPENDIX B 

SAMPLE COBRA REPORTS 



APPENDIX B - SAMPLE COBRA REPORTS 

This appendix contains a set of sample COBRA reports, generated from a 
fictional closure/realignment scenario. All standard COBRA reports are 
included, except the Input Data Report (which is only a printout of the input 
data that makes-up the scenario). Also removed are additional base-specific 
sections of reports when one such section adequately illustrates COBRA 
output. 



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

1(C)II Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Star t ing  Year : 1992 
Final Year : 1997 
R01 Year : 2000 (3  Years) 

NPV i n  2011($K): -44,749 
I-Time Cost($K): 66,866 

Net Costs ( O K )  Constant Do l la rs  
1992 1993 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 20,697 7,346 
Person -468 -3,085 
Overhd 1,076 1,094 
Moving 2,022 1,111 
Miss i o 0 -340 
Other 1,877 1,877 

TOTAL 25,204 8,004 

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

Of f i ce rs  10 10 10 10 
Enl i s ted  10 10 10 10 
C i v i l i a n s  10 70 4 0 40 
TOTAL 30 90 60 60 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of f i ce rs  60 60 60 60 
En l i s ted  60 60 60 60 
Students C 0 0 0 
Civ i  1 ians 6i  C 30 30 
T O T A L  * cc '2: l j c  :5c 

Tota l  - - - - -  
43,531 

-40,293 
6,704 

11,886 
-9,962 
-6,531 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

-10,923 
918 

0 
-3,400 

- 233 

TOTAL - - - - -  



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  Le : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Costs (SKI  Constant Dol lars 
1992 1993 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  lCon 21,492 8,141 
Person 491 607 
Overhd 1,096 1,298 
Moving 2,082 1,171 
Missio 0 550 
Other 2,110 2,110 

TOTAL 27,272 13,878 15,407 

Savings (tK) Constant Dol lars 
1992 1993 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  icon 795 795 
Person 959 3,692 
Overhd 2 1 204 
Moving 60 60 
Missio 0 890 
Other 233 233 

TOTAL 2,068 5,874 10,047 

Total 
- - * - -  

45,916 
2,085 
9,190 

12,186 
16,115 
6,633 

Tota 1 - - - - -  
2,385 

42,377 
2,486 

300 
26,077 
13,164 

Beyond 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

11,198 
78 1 

0 
8,900 

233 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As O f  15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

w Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Year - - - -  
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 

Adjusted Cost($) 
- - - - * - - - - - - - - - - -  

24,031,171 
6,937,598 
4,223,426 
1,224,687 

-10,980,511 
-10,704,266 
-7,340,312 
-6,673,011 
-6,066,373 
-5,514,885 
-5,013,532 
-4,557,756 
-4,143,415 
-3,766,741 
-3,424,310 
-3,113,009 
-2,830,008 
-2,572,734 
-2,338,849 
-2,126,227 



TOTAL APPROPRIATlONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA v 5 . 0 1 )  
D a t a  A s  O f  1 5 : 3 7  0 3 / 1 9 / 1 9 9 1 ,  R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  1 4 : 5 3  0 9 / 2 1 / 1 9 9 4  

D e p a r t m e n t  : US A r m y  
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : ALFA 
S c e n a r i o  F i 1 e : C: \COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA. CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

ONE-T IME COSTS - - - - -  ( $ K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam H o u s i n g  
L a n d  P u r c h  

O&M 
C I V  SALARY 

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

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

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

U n e m p l o y m e n t  
OTHER 

A d m i n / P L a n  
S h u t d o w n  
New H i r e  
1 - T i m e  M o v e  

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D i e m  
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
Misc 

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

TOTAL ONE-T IME 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRlATlONS OETAl L REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 
( S K I - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  Beyond - - - - - -  

180 

To ta l  - - - - -  
782 FAM HOUSE OPS 39 94 125 164 180 

O&M 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
House A l low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COST 27,272 13,878 15,407 17,928 9,775 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 - - - - -  ( 3 K ) - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 795 795 795 0 0 
Fam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 

O&M 
I -T ime Move 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 60 60 60 60 60 

To ta l  
- - - - -  

E l i m  PCS 
OTHER 

Land Sales 0 0 0 0 2.100 
Envi ronmentai 0 0 0 C 0 
I -T ime Other C C 0 C C 

T3TAL ONE-TIME 956 956 95 6 161 2,160 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( $ K ) - - - - -  
i4M HOUSE 035 
Ob# 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Ooera: 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Sa lary  
Enl Sa lary  
House ALLOW 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Visc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
- - - - -  

0 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  

C 

TOTAL SAVINGS 2,068 5,874 10,047 16,218 26,637 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 3 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department 
Option Package 
Scenario F i l e  
Std Fct rs  F i l e  

9 

ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  ( O K ) - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
Civ Retir /RI F 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

: US Army 
: ALFA 
: C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
: C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET 
- - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
- - - - -  
782 

Beyond - - - - - -  
180 

TOTAL NET COST 25,204 8, OOL 5,360 1,710 -16,861 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

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

Category 

Const ruc t ion 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion 
Family Housing Const ruc t ion 
In fo rma t ion  Management Account 
Land Purchases 

T o t a l  - Const ruc t ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hi res  
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Fre iaht  - 
One-Time Moving Costs 

To ta l  - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
BneiF imeUna~uYiCigas ion Cosrs 

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

Tota l  - Other 6,632,775 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------.--- 

T s t s l  One-Time Ccstr  j5,86irL5: 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Ole-T ime Savings 

M i l i t a r y  Construc:icn Cost Avzidances 2,385,OO: 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 300,000 
ELiminated M i l i t a r y  PC: 406,360 
Land Sales 2,100,000 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

- - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

To ta l  One-Time Savings 5,191,360 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 61,675,101 



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion  Package : ALFA 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Net Change($K) 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 To ta l  Beyond - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - -  
RPMA Change - I - 4 17 20 17 16 64 16 
BOS Change 68 -54 -110 -198 -273 -406 -973 -406 
Housing Change 39 94 125 164 180 180 782 180 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
TOTAL CHANGES 106 35 32 -14 -76 -209 -126 -209 

PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report  Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Op t i on  Package : ALFA 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Base - - - -  
F t  Deluxe 
Camp Swampy 
F t  Beach 
Camp Dusty 
Camp Frozen 
F t  B u f f a l o  
Base X 

Base - - - - 
i t  Deluxe 
Camp Swampy 
F t  Beach 
Camp Dusty 
Camp Frozen 
F t  B u f i a i o  
Base X 

Base 
- - - -  
F t  Deluxe 
Camp Swampy 
F t  Beach 
Camp Dusty 
Camp Frozen 
F t  B u f f a l o  
Base X 

Personnel 
Change %Change - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
-1,008 -50% 

125 3% 
125 3% 
125 3% 
125 3% 
125 3% 
125 0% 

RPMA(S) 
Change %Change Cng/Per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

-13,456 -1% . I> - 
4,510 C:, 3 s 
6,27L 07; - ,- -. 
6,27L CO, -,. >. 

- - 
- ?  

O , ~ U  a:o 31 

6,27L. C:: 
7 - 
> L  

C 0% 

RPKAB3S(h: 
Change ;:Change C?g/per 
- - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

,781,196 -17% 775 
76,917 1% 615 
78,682 1% 629 
78,682 1% 629 
78,682 1% 629 
78,682 1% 629 

0 0% 0 

SF 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

,128,000 -1% 127 
71,938 1% 575 
71 ,938 1% 575 
71 ,938 1% 575 
71 ,938 1% 575 
71 ,938 1% 575 

0 0% 0 

BOS (B) 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

767,700 - 3 0  762 
72,407 2 2 5  79 
7'2, LO7 2" 557C 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C: \COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA .CBR 
S td  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

A1 1 Costs in  SK 

Base Name 

F t  Deluxe 
Camp Swampy 
F t  Beach 
Camp Dusty 
Camp Frozen 
F t  B u f f a l o  
Base X . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals:  

To ta l  I MA 
Mi lCon Cost 
- - - - - -  - - - -  

0 0 
9,050 23 1 
8,485 216 
7,919 202 
7,919 202 

10,182 260 
0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

43,555 1,112 

Land 
Purch - - - - -  

0 
250 
250 
250 
250 
250 

0 
. - - - - - - - - - -  

1,250 

Cost 
Avoid - - - - -  

0 
-2,385 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

, - - - - - - - - -  

-2,385 

To ta l  
Cost - - - - -  

0 
7,146 
8,951 
8,371 
8,371 

10,691 
0 - - - - - - - -  

43,531 

TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fc t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Rate 
- - - -  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
E a r l y  Retirement* 8.00% 
Regular Retirement* 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( t h e  remainder) 
C i v i l i a n  Pos i t i ons  Ava i l ab le  

1996 1997 To ta l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
30 0 150 

0 0 6 
6 0 24 
6 0 30 
@ 0 6 

18 0 84 
12 0 66 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 10 70 40 40 30 0 190 
E a r l y  Retirement 8.00% I  6 3 3 2 0 15 
Regular Retirement 10.00% 1 4 4 3 0 15 7 

C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 2 11 6 6 5 0 30 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 44.00% 4 31 18 18 13 0 84 
C i v i l i a n s  Ava i l ab le  t o  Move 1 5 9 9 7  0 42 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 2 0 9 9 7 0 2 7  
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( t h e  remainder) 0 1 5 0 0 0 0 1 5  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 60 0 30 30 30 0 150 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 32 0 27 27 25 0 111 
New C i v i l i a n s  H i red  2 8 0 3 3 5 0 3 9  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addi t ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 7 6 3 3 2 0 2 1  
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 6 1 5  0 0 0 0 21 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 4 31 18 18 13 0 84 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 2 8 0 3 3 5 0 3 9  

* E a r l y  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i a n s  Not 
W i l l i n g  t o  Move a re  no t  app l i cab le  f o r  moves under f i f t y  mi les .  

+ The Percentage o f  C i v i l i a n s  Not Moving (Voluntary RIFs) va r i es  by base. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements i nvo l ve  a Permanent Change o f  Sta t ion.  The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements i n v o l v i n g  a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Opt ion  Package : ALFA 
Scenar io F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: F t  Deluxe, CA 

BASE POPULATION ( F Y  1992, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Act ion) :  
O f f i c e r s  E n l i s t e d  Students C i v i l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

500 500 0 1,000 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: Camp Swampy, LA 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 To ta l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
O f f i c e r s  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
E n l i s t e d  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  10 0 5 5 5 0 25 
TOTAL 30 20 25 25 25 0 125 

To Base: F t  Beach, CA 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 To ta l  
- - - - - -  - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
E n l i s t e d  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i a n s  10 0 5 5 5 0 25 
TOTAL 30 20 25 25 25 0 125 

To Base: Camp Dusty, NV 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 To ta l  
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i c e r s  10  10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
E n l i s t e d  10 10 10 10 10 0 50 
Students C G 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  I t  P 5 5 C .. 7 c A 

TOTAL 3 0 2 tl 2 5 2 5 2 5 C 7 25 

i o  Base: Camp Frozen, NY 
'i 9c2 
- - - - 

Officers , * 
I i 

En1 i s r e c  , ?  

S t u d e i t ~  C 
C i v i l i a n s  1 C 

-. 
TOTAL >- 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.01) - Page 2 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
O ~ t i o n  Package : ALFA - 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SWRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

To Base: F t  Buf fa lo ,  KS 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total 
- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - 

O f f i ce rs  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
En1 i s t e d  10 10 10 10 101442x0 5 0 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 10 0 5 5 5 0 25 
TOTAL 30 20 25 25 25 0 125 

To Base: Base X 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  10 10 10 10 10 0 5 0 
En1 i s t e d  10 10 10 10 10 0 50 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  10 0 5 5 5 0 25 
TOTAL 30 20 25 25 25 0 125 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  F t  Deluxe, CAI: 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total - - - -  - - - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 

O f f i c e r s  60 60 60 60 60 0 300 
En l i s ted  60 60 60 60 60 0 300 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i  1 ians 60 0 30 30 30 0 150 
TOTAL 180 120 150 150 150 0 75 0 

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES: 
1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

O f f i ce rs  -10 - l C  -10 - 10 0 0 -40 
, A  Enl i s ted  -10 - I U  - 1 C  -10 0 r: -40  

C i v i l i a n s  -10 - 7C - 4 C  -4C - 3C r - 19C 
TOTAL -30 -90 -60 - 60 - 3: C - 270 

CARETAKER REQUIREMENTS: 
7992 ~cs. ' oti 5 00; -096 .mm7 u L ,  - - - A  A r _ C .  

- - - -  . --- .... . . - .  - - - -  - . - .  - - - - -  
,. M i  iizary 2 I I C 

C i v i l i a n s  ,. 
2 S b 

TOTAL 
- - 0 . - 

i L 

EASE POPULkTl3t< ;kf;er 6 R A C  Acrion;: 
O f f  i c e ~ s  Enl is tec S t i l c ~ e n t c  Civ i :  ians 
- - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

160 166 0 666 



PERSONNEL YEARLY PERCENTAGES (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:52 09/21/1994 

Department : US Army 
Option Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOblRCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

Base: F t  Deluxe, CA 

Year - - - -  
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

TOTALS 

Moving I n  
Total Percent - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00;k 
0 0.00% - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 

Base: Camp Swampy, LA 

Year 
- - - -  
1992 
1993 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 

TOTALS 

Moving I n  
Tota l  Percent 
- - - - -  - - - - - - -  

30 24.00% 
20 16.00% 
25 20.00% 
25 20.00% 
25 20.00% 

0 0.00% 
- - - - -  - - - - - - -  

125 100.00% 

Base: F: Beach, CA 

Moving 1~ 
l e a 7  107s. Percenr  
- - - -  - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

M i  lCon 
TimPhas - - - - - - - 
33.33% 
16.67% 
16.67A 
16.6PA 
16.67% 
0.00% - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

M i  lCon 
TimPhas 
- - - - - - - 
40.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 
20.00% 

0.00% 
0.00% - - - - - - -  

100.00% 

C i  ['or 
TimPnas 
- - - - - - - 
40.3C:I 
22.0;: 
20. oo:, 
2C. 05: " 90" 

C . 00:: 
. . . - - - . 
: C C .  03:; 

Move Out/Elim 
Total Percent - - - - - - - - - - - - 

210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
210 20.59% 
180 17.65% 

0 0.00% 

Move Out/Elim 
Total Percent 

Move Out/ELirn 
7 o t a i  Percen t  
- - - - - - - - - - - - 

C .O% 
C :.03:: 
i: 0.OOX 
C 0.00;: 
C C.03:: 
? 0.007: 

ShutOn 
TimPhas - - - - - - -  

20.59% 
20.59% 
20.59% 
20.59% 
17.65% 
0.00% 

ShutDn 
TimPhas 

ShutDn 
T i  mPnas 
- - - - - - - 

I t  .67:: 
16.67:: 
16.67;; 
16.67% 
16.67:; 
16.67% 



SCENARIO ERROR REPORT (COBRA v5.01) 
Data As Of 15:37 03/19/1991, Report Created 14:53 09/21/1994 

'ICCI)I Department : US Army 
Opt ion Package : ALFA 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA\SOURCE\STDFCTRS.SFF 

PERSONNEL MOVEMENT: 
F t  Deluxe has 12 caretakers b u t  i s  no t  being deact ivated. 
F t  Deluxe*p416Xbldofficers present a f t e r  c los ing.  
F t  Deluxe had 166 e n l i s t e d  personnel present a f t e r  c los ing.  
F t  Deluxe had 666 c i v i l i a n s  personnel present a f t e r  c los ing.  

OVERHEAD/RPMA: 
F t  Deluxe s t i l l  had 9,872 KSF o f  f a c i l i t i e s  a f t e r  c los ing.  
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APPENDIX C 

SAMPLE ADDER REPORTS 



APPENDIX C - SAMPLE ADDER REPORTS 

This appendix contains a set of sample ADDER reports, generated from a 
group of fictional closure/realignment scenarios. All standard ADDER reports 
are included, except the Input Data Report (which is only a printout of the list 
of files makeing up the scenario). 



ADDER REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

ADDER Data File: C:\COBRA\SOURCE\ZIP.OUT 

Starting Year : 1994 
FinaL Year : 1998 
ROI Year : Imnediate 

NPV in 2013(SK):-3,459,272 
1-Time Cost(fK): 1,360,583 

Net Costs (SKI Constant 
1994 - - - -  

MilCon -137,252 
Person - 144,579 
Overhd 21,070 
Moving 21,025 
Missio -5,694 
Other 1,332 

Do1 lars 
1995 

TOTAL -244,097 -559,385 -80,355 -311,193 

POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Officers 114 92 391 
Enlisted 726 558 2,202 
Civilian 20 84 2 986 
TOTAL 860 1,492 3,579 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Officers 581 1,600 1,393 
Enlisted 2,651 9,919 10,293 
Students 0 40 0 
Civilian 
TOTAL 

Total - - - - -  
-432,666 

,1,280,327 
-333,033 
201,017 
-63,238 

12,029 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

- 166,256 
-134,819 

0 
-14,324 

- 466 

TOTAL - - - - -  



ADDER REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (ADDER v5.01) - Page 2 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

ADDER Data F i l e :  C:\COBRA\SWRCE\ZIP.OUT 

Costs (SKI Constant Dol lars 
1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  [Con 445,276 297,227 
Person 3,164 18,001 
Overhd 23,458 37,636 
Moving 22,262 58,875 
Missio 0 1,100 
Other 6,120 5,220 

TOTAL 500,280 418,059 470,539 184,479 101,324 

Savings (SK) Constant Dol lars 
1994 1995 - - - -  - - - -  

Mi lCon 582,528 759,030 
Person 147,742 180,094 
Overhd 2,388 22,674 
Moving 1,237 3,721 
Missio 5,694 9,304 
Other 4,788 2,620 

TOTAL 744,377 977,443 550,894 495,672 455,982 

Total - - - - -  
1,031,962 

153,057 
283,742 
215,964 

Total - - - - -  
1,464,648 
1,433,384 

616,775 
14,946 
95,468 
41,846 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

33,190 
51,177 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

199,447 
185,996 

0 
25,324 

466 



Year 
- - - - 
1994 
1995 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1 999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
2010 
201 1 
2012 
2013 

ADDER NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

Adjusted Cost($) - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
-235,977,315 
-505,399,584 

-67,850,771 
-245,576,345 
-261,566,826 
-238,866,619 
-203,473,575 
-190,162,219 
-177,721,700 
-166,095,047 
-155,229,016 
-145,073,847 
-135,583,034 
-126,713,116 
-118,423,473 
-110,676,143 
-103,435,648 
-96,668,829 
-90,344,700 
-84,434,299 



ADDER APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  ( S K ) - - - - -  
CONSTRUCTlON 
MI LCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
O&M 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RI F  
Civ Retire 
CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
OTHER 
Admin/Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
I-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total 
- - - - -  

MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 1,515 903 1,178 987 146 
POV Miles 436 739 447 650 56 
HHG 6,227 15,886 18,648 19,850 1,077 
Misc 1,142 3,364 4,385 4,513 143 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 326 326 326 326 279 
Environmental 3,790 2,890 1,890 0 0 
Info Manage 889 445 445 44 5 0 
I-Time Other 2,004 2,004 38,964 550 200 

TOTAL ONE-T IME 487,885 380,851 395,437 88,56i 7,054 



AOOER APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (ADDER v5.01) - Page 2 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  ( f K ) - - - - -  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
CHAMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
House A1 low 

OTHER 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

To ta l  - - - - -  
53,902 

Beyond ----.- 
12,514 

TOTAL COST 

ONE-TIME SAVES - - - - -  (SK I - - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OBM 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
Land Sales 
Environmental 
1-Time Other 

T o t a l  - - - - -  

V TOTAL ONE-TIME 
- 

RECURRINGSAVES To ta l  
- - - - -  

80,172 

Beyond 
- - - - - -  
18,017 

- - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OBM 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
t i v  Sa iary  
CHAMPUS 

WIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Sa lary  
Enl Sa lary  
house Aitow 

CTHER 
Procurement 
Miss ion 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

T3TAL SAVINGS 



ADDER APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (ADDER v5.01) - Page 3 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

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

M I  LCON 
Fam Housing 

O&M 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n f o  Manage 
I-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

Beyond - - - - - -  
-5,503 

Total 
- - - - -  

-26,270 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (OK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
O&M 

RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l  Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 



ADDER ONE-TIME COST REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

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

Const ruc t ion 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion 
Family Housing Const ruc t ion 
In format ion Management Account 
Land Purchases 

To ta l  - Const ruc t ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  E a r l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New H i res  
Unemployment 

To ta l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Admin i s t ra t i ve  Support 
Mothba l l  / Shutdoun 

T o t a l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
F re igh t  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 1,583,554 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 8,570,000 1 One-TimeUniqueCosts 43,722,000 

Tota l  - Other 53,875,554 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 1,360,582,795 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Const ruc t ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
E l im ina ted  M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Savings 1,488,519,982 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
To ta l  Net One-Time Costs -127,937,187 

ADDER ERROR REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

ADDER Data F i l e :  C:\COBRA\SOURCE\ZIP.OUT 

COBRA Scenario F i l e ( s )  used more than once: 
C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 



AOOER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (AOOER v5.01)  - 
Report Created 09:08 09/30/1994 

I n s t a l l a t i o n :  Camp Rocky 

State: OH Service: ARMY Year: 1994 

Current Base Pers- Of f :  200, Enl: 200, Civ: 

Action: REALIGNED 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
M i l  Reloc(0UT) 0 0 50 50 100 
M i l  D is  (OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Reloc(0UT) 0 0 20 20 40 
Civ Dis (OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Reloc(OUT) 0 0 10 20 20 

M i l  Reloc ( I N )  50 50 50 50 0 
Civ Reloc (IN) 20 20 20 20 0 
Stu Reloc (IN) 5 10 15 20 0 

Page 2 
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APPENDIX D - FILES DIRECTORY 

This Appendix lists the File Name and the Title/Description of files provided with 
COBRA V5.01 (Help files and Reports files). They are listed here to assist the user 
who may not recognize the File Name as it appears on the COBRA screen or 
window. This information is also available to the user through Context-Sensitive 
Help (see Section 3.3.3). Should the user need similar information on user-defined 
files (Data files and Standard Factors files) it is available through the on-screen Files 
Directory (see Section 3.4.3) 

File Name 

BACKGRND.HLP 
CONTENTS.HLP 
DATABASE.HLP 
FILE.HLP 
HELP.HLP 
INPUT.HLP 
0UTPUT.HLP 
REPORTS.HLP 
SCREEN 1 .HLP 
SCREEN2.HLP 
SCREEN3.HLP 
SCREEN4.HLP 
SCREEN5.HLP 
SCREEN6.HLP 
SCREEN7.HLP 
SCREEN8.HLP 
SCREEN9 .HLP 
STDFCTRI .HLP 
STDFCTR2.HLP 
STDFCTR3 .HLP 
STDFCTR4.HLP 
\VINDOWS.HLP 

HELP FILES 

Background, Capabilities, & Operations 
List of Help & Reports files 
Description of DataBase Menu options 
Description of File Menu options 
Description of Help Menu options 
Description of Input Data Menu options 
Description of Output Reports (see list below) 
Description of Reports Menu options 
Description of General Scenario Data Entry 
Description of Distance Table Data Entry 
Description of Movement Table Data Entry 
Description of Static Base Data Entry 
Description of Dynamic Base Data Entry 
Description of Personnel Base Data Entry 
Description of Militan Construction Data Entry 
Description of Unique Activity Data Entq, 
Description of Explanaton- Notes Data Entn. 
Description of Personnel Standard Factors 
Description of Facility Standard Factors 
Description of Transporta~ion Standard Factors 
Description of Construction Standard Factors 
Description of \Vindo\vs Menu options 



COBRA REPORT FILES 

File Name 
1 TIMCOST.RPT 
APPDET.RPT 
COBSUM.RPT 
DELTAS.RPT 
ERROR.RPT 
1NPUTDAT.RPT 
MILCONAS.RPT 
NPV.RPT 
PERSSUM.RPT 
PERSIMP.RPT 
PERSPERC .RPT 
RPMABOS.RPT 

File Name 
1 TIMCOST.ART 
ADRSUM.ART 
APPDET.ART 
EIR.ART 
ERROR.ART 
rNPUTDAT.ART 
NPV.ART 

Extension 
*.ART 
*.BAK 
*.CBR 
*.CSH 
* .DBS 
*.DDS 
*.EIR 
*.GRP 
*.HLP 
*.OUT 
* .RPT 
*.SFF 

Title/Descrivtion 
One-Time Costs Report 
Appropriations Detail Report 
Realignment Summary Report 
BOS, Land, SF, and RPMA Deltas Report 
Scenario Error Report 
Input Data Report 
Military Construction Assets Report 
Net Present Values Report 
Personnel Summary Report 
Personnel Impact Report 
Personnel Yearly Percentages Report 
RPMA/BOS Change Report 

ADDER REPORT FILES 

Title/Descrivtion 
One-Time Costs Report 
Realignment Summary Report 
Appropriations Detail Report 
Economic Impact Report 
Scenario Error Report 
Input Data Report 
Net Present Values Report 

EXTENSIONS USED BY COBRAIADDER 

Tvpe of File 
ADDER Report 
COBRA ScenarioiStandard Factors Backup File 
COBRA Scenario Data File 
COBRAIADDER Context Sensitive Help File 
COBRA Base Database 
COBRA Distance Database 
Economic Impact Database Report 
COBRAIADDER Group File 
COBRAIADDER Help Text File 
COBRA OutputIADDER Input File 
COBRA Report 
COBRA Standard Factors File 



ADDER ONE-TIME COST REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

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

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  Lian Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  New Hires 
Unemployment 

Tota l  - Personnel 

Overhead 
Admin is t ra t ive Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

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

Other 
HAP / RSE 1,583,554 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 8,570,000 
One-Time Unique Costs 43,722,000 

Total - Other 53,875,554 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total  One-Time Costs 1,360,582,795 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------.- 

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 
M i  i t a r y  Moving 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Land Sales 
One-Time Moving Savings 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 
One-Time Unique Savings 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs -127,937,187 

ADDER ERROR REPORT (ADDER v5.01) 
Report Created 15:24 09/21/1994 

ADDER Data F i l e :  C:\COBRA\SOURCE\ZIP.OUT 

COBRA Scenario F i lecs )  used more than once: 
C:\COBRA\SOURCE\TESTDATA.CBR 



ADDER ECONOMlC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER v5.01) - 
Report Created 09:08  09/30/1994 

Insta l lat ion:  Camp Rocky 

State: OH Service: ARMY Year: 1994 

Current Base Pers- Off: 200, Enl: 200, Civ: 

Action: REALIGNED 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
M i l  Reloc(0UT) 0 0 50 50 100 
M i l  D i s  (OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ Reloc(OUT) 0 0 20 20 40 
Civ Dis (OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 
Stu Reloc(OUT) 0 0 10 20 20 

M i l  Reloc ( IN)  50 50 50 50 0 
Civ Reloc ( IN)  20 20 20 20 0 
Stu Reloc ( IN)  5 10 15 20 0 

200, Stu: 100 
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APPENDIX D - FILES DIRECTORY 

This Appendix lists the File Name and the TitleIDescription of files provided with 
COBRA V5.01 (Help files and Reports files). They are listed here to assist the user 
who may not recognize the File Name as it appears on the COBRA screen or 
window. This information is also available to the user through Context-Sensitive 
Help (see Section 3.3.3). Should the user need similar information on user-defined 
files (Data files and Standard Factors files) it is available through the on-screen Files 
Directory (see Section 3.4.3) 

File Name 

BACKGRND.HLP 
CONTENTS.HLP 
DATABASE.HLP 
FILE.HLP 
HELP.HLP 
INPUT.HLP 
0UTPUT.HLP 
REPORTS.HLP 
SCREEN 1 .HLP 
SCREEN2 .KLP 
SCREEN3 .HLP 
SCREEN4.HLP 
SCREEN5 .HLP 
SCREEN6.HLP 
SCREEN7.HLP 
SCREEN8.HLP 
SCREEN9.HLP 
STDFCTRI .HLP 
STDFCTR2.HLP 
STDFCTR3 .HLP 
STDFCTR4.HLP 
WMDOWS.HLP 

HELP FILES 

Background, Capabilities, & Operations 
List of Help & Reports files 
Description of DataBase Menu options 
Description of File Menu options 
Description of Help Menu options 
Description of Input Data Menu options 
Description of Output Reports (see list below) 
Description of Reports Menu options 
Description of General Scenario Data Entry 
Description of Distance Table Data Entry 
Description of Movement Table Data Entry 
Description of Static Base Data Entry 
Description of Dynamic Base Data Entry 
Description of Personnel Base Data Entry 
Description of Military Construction Data Entry 
Description of Unique Activity Data Entry 
Description of Explanatory Notes Data Entp  
Description of Personnel Standard Factors 
Description of Facility Standard Factors 
Description of Transportation Standard Factors 
Description of Construction Standard Factors 
Description of Windows Menu options 



COBRA REPORT FILES 

File Name 
1 TIMCOST.RPT 
APPDET.RPT 
COBSUM.RPT 
DELTAS.RPT 
ERROR.RPT 
rNPUTDAT.RPT 
M1LCONAS.RPT 
NPV.RPT 
PERSSUM.RPT 
PERSIMP.RPT 
PERSPERC .RPT 
RPMABOS.RPT 

File Name 
1 TIMCOST.ART 
ADRSUM.ART 
APPDET.ART 
EIR.ART 
ERROR.ART 
INPUTDAT.ART 
NPV.ART 

Extension 
*.ART 
*.BAK 
* .CBR 
* .CSH 
*.DBS 
*.DDS 
* .EIR 
*.GRP 
* .HLP 
*.OUT 
* .RPT 
*.SFF 

Title/Descriution 
One-Time Costs Report 
Appropriations Detail Report 
Realignment Summary Report 
BOS, Land, SF, and RPMA Deltas Report 
Scenario Error Report 
Input Data Report 
Military Construction Assets Report 
Net Present Values Report 
Personnel Summary Report 
Personnel Impact Report 
Personnel Yearly Percentages Report 
RPMA/BOS Change Report 

ADDER REPORT FILES 

Title/Descrivtion 
One-Time Costs Report 
Realignment Summary Report 
Appropriations Detail Report 
Economic Impact Report 
Scenario Error Report 
Input Data Report 
Net Present Values Report 

EXTENSIONS USED BY COBMIADDER. 

Type of File 
ADDER Report 
COBRA ScenarioIStandard Factors Backup File 
COBRA Scenario Data File 
COBRAIADDER Context Sensitive Help File 
COBRA Base Database 
COBRA Distance Database 
Economic Impact Database Report 
COBRAIADDER Group File 
COBRAIADDER Help Text File 
COBRA OutputIADDER Input File 
COBRA Report 
COBRA Standard Factors File 
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