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?%,;3\ e THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
DX 1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
== ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN 1. OIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
Apnil 13, 1995 AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENDI LOUISE STEELE

for Base Realignment and Transition
Headquarters USAF ?/
1670 Air Force Pentagon Figasa rofer 1o thid %% =2
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 whef -gspomim_——a-—
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 Commission 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 COBRASs and it
results in changes to the Reserve category report, please provide the necessary supporting
certified data.

We also request that focused COBRAs for individual closures of Milwaukee, Niagara
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.

Thank you for your continued support.

Sincerel

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr. PE
Air Force Team Leader

Attachments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, DC

HQ USAF/RT

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 letter of April 13, 1995, which had a briefing attached from the
Western Pennsylvania Coalition (Commission #950413-3, 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 Closure Executive Group.

Sincerely

D. BLUME, Ir.
ajor General, USAF

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

Attachment:

1. Reserve Level Playing Field Runs
2. Focused COBRA Runs

3. Revised Focused COBRA Runs




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504
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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. 20330-1670

Dear General Blume:

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

DoD BRAC recommendation consistent with COBRA “TRC-0215.0UT”
Closure of McClellan AFB consistent with COBRA “MCC-0119.CBR”
Closure of McClellan AFB consistent with COBRA “MCC-0120.CBR”
Closure of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA “KE1-0119.CBR”
Closure of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA “KE1-0120.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.

Sincerely,

Franeis A. Cirillo Jr,, PE
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

25 APR 1995

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, NOy is nitrous oxides, and
VOC stands for volatile organic compounds.

Should you have any questions, please contact Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN

225-4578.
ﬁi\lME, Jr.
aj Gen, USAF
Special Assistant to the CSAF for
Base Realignment and Transition
Attachment:

AF/CEV response with 6 attachments
RT381




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

IRPR! 24 1655

MEMORANDUM FOR AF/RTR
FROM: AF/CEV

SUBJECT: Request for Information to Support the Base Closure Process {(Your Memao,
20 Apr 95)

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

Our preliminary conformity analysis reviewed each of the individual realignment activities
associated with a requested COBRA scenario. The worst case result of one of the activities
determined the overall status for the scenario. A significant assumption, based on coordination
with your office, is that “Base X" activities call for placing 100 or less personnel at a yet-to-be-
determined installation within the Air Force. Given that 100 personnel should not exceed the
de minimis threshold for a criteria pollutant, we did not consider the analysis of Base X
activities in the following consolidation of the COBRA scenarios:

Conformity | |
BCEG Action Analysis | Emissions Above i
Gaining Base | (Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Required ' 1990 Baseline Status |
Multiple | COBRA TRC-0215.0U7 f NG 4 CO : G :
Multiple COBRA MCC-0118.CBR NC 4 NC, C
' s VvOoC :
j ; 36 CO |
Multiple COBRA MCC-0120.CBR ! NC D4 NQ, [ G
i . 3VvO0C |
Multiple COBRA KE1-0119.CBR ! NO I N/A | G
Muitiple COBRA KE1-0120.CBR ! NO I N/A | G

Our action officer for this issue is Captain Jon A. Roop, AF/CEVC, Ext. 73360.

o0

./DEAN FOX, Calonel, USAF
Director of Environment

Attachments:

1. Defense BCRC Ltr, 11 Apr 85

2. DoD BRAC Recommendation - TRC-0215.0UT
3. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-0119.CBR

4. Closure of McClellan AFB-MCC-0120.CBR

5. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0119.CBR

6. Closure of Kelly AFB-KE1-0120.CBR
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

P38

Apiil 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. 20330-1670

Dear General Blume:
Please provide Commission staff with an air quality analysis of the scenarios related to the

COBRA runs identificd below. The analysis should identify the gaining base, BCEG action, air
conformity analysis required, projected emissions above 1990 baseline, and status.

DoD BRAC recommendation consistent with COBRA “TRC-0215.0UT”

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

Closure of McClelian AFB consistent with COBRA “MCC-0120.CBR”

Closure of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA “KE1-0119.CBR”

Closure of Kelly AFB consistent with COBRA “KE1-0120.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.

Sincerely,

Francis A. Cirillo Jr., P
Air Force Team Leader

) #k TOTAL PARGE.BB2 xx
APR-11-1995 11:10 @3 6856 B8535 P.002



DoD BRAC Recommendation Consistent
with
COBRA TRC-0215.0UT

COBRA S 0 / .
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
{Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Multiple COBRA TRC-0215.0UT NO 4 CO G
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Hill AFB Add 237 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From Tinker AFB & Robins AFB 0 VvOC
MccClellan Add 14 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
AFB - From Tinker AFB 0 vOoC
4 CO

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 1290 Baseline)
Y = Yellow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)
R = Red {BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1990 Baseline!

Attachment 2



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent
with
COBRA MCC-0119.CBR

COBRA Scenario Analysis
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Mutltiple COBRA MCC-0119.CBR YES 4 NO, G
' 3 VvOoC
36 CO
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity Emissions Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis Above 1990
Required Baseline
March AFB Add 53 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From McClellan AFB 0 vOoC
11 CO
Moffett NAS Add 190 Personnel & 4 C130 NO 0 NO, G
- From McClelian AFB 0 VvoC
0 CO
I Travis AFE | Add 451 Personnel ? YES 4 NO, G
’ ! - From McClellan AFS e 3 VOC
: | 36 CO
Offutt AFB Add 388 Personnel NO N/A G
- From McClellan AFB
Hill AFB Add 4399 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From McClellan AFB 0 voC
Tinker AFB Add 1571 Personnel NO N/A G
- From McClellan AFB
Robins AFB Add 314 Personnel NO N/A : G
- From McClellan AFB
Base X - Add 21389 Personnel UNK UNK UNK
- From McClellan AFB

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

Attachment 3



Closure of McClellan AFB Consistent
with
COBRA MCC-0120.CBR

COBRA. S io Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Actinn Conformity { Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Multiple COBRA MCC-0120.CBR YES 4 NO, G
3voc
36 CO
E Specific Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity { Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
March AFB Add 53 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From McClellan AFB 0 voC
11 CO
Moffett NAS Add 190 Personnel & 4 Ci30 | NO i O NO, z
- From McClelian AFB | 0ovoc
r PG CC
Travis AFB Add 451 Personnel . YES £ NG, z
- From McClellan AFE ZVOC
; 36 CC
Offutt AFB Add 388 Personnel | NC | N/A z
- From McClellan AFB | ; ;
Hill AFB °— Add 4399 Personnel : NO 0 NO, <3
- From McClellan AFB i 0 voC |
Tinker AFB Add 1571 Personnel NO | N/A G |
- From McClellan AFB { i
Robins AFB Add 314 Personnel NO N/A C
- From McClelilan AFB
Base X Add 1829 Personnel UNK UNK UNK
- From McClellan AFB

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

Attachment 4




Closure of Kelly AFB Consistent
with
COBRA KE1-0119.CBR

COBRA S i0 Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
{Aircraft & Personnel Realignment]) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Multiple COBRA KE1-0119.CBR NO N/A G
£ Specific Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
{(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Lackland AFB Add 5251 Personnel NO N/A G
- From Kelly AFB
Hill AFB Add 847 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From Kelly AFB 0 vOoC
Tinker AFB Add 7533 Personnel NO N/A G
- From Kelly AFB ;
Robins AFB | Add 85 Personnel [ NO | N/A G
- From Kelly AFE : ‘. ,
Base ¥ » Add 2699 Personnel ‘ UNK UNK bOUNK

- mrom Kelly AFZE

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or Equal to 12880 Baseline}

Y = Yeliow (BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)

R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greater Than 1290 Baseline)

UNK = Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base

Attachment 5




Closure of Kelly AFB Consistent

with

COBRA KE1-0120.CBR

~OBRA S io Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) Analysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Multiple COBRA KE1-0120.CBR NO N/A G
E Specific Analysi
Gaining Base BCEG Action Conformity | Emissions Above | Status
(Aircraft & Personnel Realignment) { Anpalysis 1990 Baseline
Required
Lackland AFB Add 5251 Personnel NO N/A G
- From Kelly AFB
Hill AFB Add 847 Personnel NO 0 NO, G
- From Kelly AFB 0 vOC
Tinker AFB Add 7533 Personnel NO N/A G
- From Kelly AFB
Robins AFB Add 85 Personnel NO N/A G
- From Kelly AFB |
Base X Add 2035 Personnel UNK UNK ; UNK
|

- From Keliy AFB

G = Green (BCEG Emissions are Less Than or £qual to 1890 Baseline)

Y = Yellow {(BCEG Emissions are Within Moderate Range of the 1990 Baseline)

R= Red (BCEG Emissions are Significantly Greatei Than 1990 Baseline)
UNK = Unknown, a preliminary conformity analysis can not be done without a receiver base

Attachment 6
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt Col Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff

for Base Realignment and Transition -7g
Headquarters USAF _ ‘
1670 Air Force Pentagon Plaass reier P s m’-:rgc%f\l_ \L.)‘
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 when reeponding {O0) 1 2

Dear General Blume:

During our review of the base questionnaires, we noticed that one element, item 1.2.E.15.,
is missing. This element is cited in Vol. V, Appendix 1, “INSTALLATION EVALUATION
CRITERIA,” page 59, by items I1.3.C., “Existing Local/Regional Airspace Encroachment,” and
I1.3.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 staff 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.

AN
Frahcis A. Cirillo Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORK STREKT SUITK 1428
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0804

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

April 12,1995 Sotememea™
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, UBAF (RKT)

: . :A;‘M‘::'N';:MIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: -Lt Col Mary Tripp) | MG JOSUK ROBLES, JR.. USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff ,

for Base Realignment and Transition - 2 '
Headquarters USAF - :
1670 Air Force Pentagon ' o Plaasa rsiar D tis 21y
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 when
Dear General Blume: '

Dmngmmcwoftheblnqummmucedthumdmnemuﬁ 18.,
umisslnz. This element is cited in Vol. V, Appendix 1, “INSTALLATION EVALUATION

CRITERIA,” page 59, by items I13.C,, Ennmg!.oallkegomlAmmenemuhnem, and
IL.3.D., “Future Local/Regional Airspace Encroachment.”

A InadimmonmtthorMushaleeombofyowoﬁce.shcuphmedthntheuﬁm
clement was part of & data call subsequent to the initial submission of the questionnaire. These
subsequent dats call elements were not included due to an administrative oversight.

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

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

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

£

s
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, DC

17 piprd 7!

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo)

FROM: HQ USAF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon _
Washington, DC 20330-1670 I

SUBJECT: Response to Missing Questionnaire Data - [.2.E.15
Attached is the Air Force data for element E.2.E.185, listed by base, per your 22 March

request. _ .
”BL JR, Major General, USAPF-
Spécial Assistant to Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition
Attachment:

Air Force Point Paper



For Official Use Only

Section| Altus AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) ] 154 NMi




for Official Use Only

Section | Andrews AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness ' '
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
arlotte 291 NMi
Cleveland 277 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 199 NMi
Pittsburgh ' 185 NMi
INew York (JFK) | 180 NMi
Newark 168 NMi
W;;h;ng(on (IAD) 29 NMi
Washington BWI) | 24 NMi
Washington (DCA) 8 NMi

4t




For Ofciat Use Only

Section | Arnold AFS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.IS List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

St Louis 287 NMi
Charlotte 252 NMi
Cincinnati 230 NMi
Memphis 192 NMil
Atlanta 133 NMi
Nashville . 52 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | | ARPC
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Denver ] 11 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | 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):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Memphis ' 239 NMi
Hpuston 174 NMi

~172NMi

Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW)




For Official Use Only

Section | Battle Creek Federal Center
2. Operational Effectiveness :

L.2.E.15

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
DISTANCE

| 251 NMi

198 NMi

161 NMi

120 NMi

~ 85 NMi

Ny
AN




For Official Use Only

Section | | Beale AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE '

,gm Francisco J 101 NIEI




For OfMclat Use Only

Section | Bergstrom ARB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

L2E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE
Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 165 NMi

H9u§ton o 122 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Boise Air Terminal ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Salt Lake City i 252 NMi

-
R4




for Official Use Onty

Section | | Bolling AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
1.2.E.1§ List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Charlotte 288 NMi
Cleveland 270 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 197 NMi
New York (JFK) 184 NMi
Pittsburgh 178 NMi
Newark 172 NMi
Washington (BWI) 25 NMi
Washington IAD) | 21 NMi
Washington (DCA) 1 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | | Brooks AFB

2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

I1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tra}fﬁc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE
Dallas/Ft Worth (DAL) 225 NMi

Houston 166 NMi|




For Officiat Use Only

Section | Buckley ANGB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT __ _DISTANCE
[Denver 1 10 NMj|




For Officiol Use Only

Section | Carswell 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
(Houston I 199 NMi

[Daltas/Ft Worth OFW) | 22NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Charleston 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
Atlanta 225 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 189 NMi
acksonville | 167 NMil
Charlotte | 146 NMi

. b
i




For Official Use Only

Section | Columbus AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT =~~~ DISTANCE
Atlanta 201 NMi
Nashvile | 172NMj
Memphis 113 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | | Davis-Monthan AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT =~~~ DISTANCE

Phoenix 95 NMj)




For Official Use Only
Section | 1 Dobbins 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):
AIRPORT = =~~~ DISTANCE

Memphis 278 NMi
Jacksonville | T 250 NMi
Charlotte ' 193 NMii
Nashville ' 170 NMi

Atlanta ' 17 NMi

w




For Officiot Use Only

Section | Dover AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.1S List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT __ DISTANCE
Boston 281 NMi
Ra]eigﬁlsurham 251 NMi
gy |
New York (JFK) 119 NMi
Newark | 111 NMi
Washington (IAD) ~ 93NMi
Washington (DCA) | 75 NMi
Washington (BWI) ; 56 NMi

s



For Official Use Only

Section | Dyess AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
I.2.E.1S List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Fxouscon 274 NMi

péﬁiypg Worth (DFW) 145 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Edwards 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
San Francisco 271 NMi
Las Vegas e 151 NMi
Los Angeles (I.LAX) 63 NMi




For Officiof Use Only

Section | , Eqglin AFB

2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

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

Jacksonville | 250 NMi
Atlanta 217 NMi




For Officiat Use Only

Section | Elisworth 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

[Denver 266 NMi



For Official Use Onty

Section | Fairchild 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 ' DISTANCE
[Sea!lc/T acoma l 189 NMJ




For Official Use Only

Section | Falcon AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Benver ‘ l 8 NMi,




For Officiol Use Only

Section | FE Warren 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
[Eenver l 78 NMi

b
a4




For Official Use Only

Section | Gen Mitchell IAP ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
I1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE

284 NMi
276 NMi
276 NMi|
258 NMi
206 NMi

58 NMi




. For Official Use Only
Section | | Goodfellow 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

Houston 275 NMi

Dallas/Ft Worth (DAL) 192 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | 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
Minneapolis/St. Paul [ 253 NMi|




For Official Use Only

Section | ‘Greater Pittsburgh IAP ANGS
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

New York (JFK) 294 NMi
Raleigh/Durham j 285 NMi
Newark i 277 NMi
Cincinnati : 222 NMi
Washington (BWT) 182 NMi
Washington (DCA) 177 NMi
Detroit 174 NMi
Washington (IAD) 158 NMi
Cleveland 92 NMi
Pittsburgh ' 0 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section || Greater Pittsburgh IAP ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

New York (JFK) 294 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 285 NMi
Newark 277 NMi
Cincinnati 222 NMi
Washington (BW1) 182 NMi
Washington (DCA) 177 NMi
Detroit 174 NMi
Washington (IAD) - 158 NM;i
Cleveland 92 NMi
Pittsburgh 0 NMi




For Officiol Use Only

Section | Griffiss AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Washington (IAD) 273 NMi
'Washington (DCA) 273 NMi
Pittsburgh 271 NMi
‘Washington (BWI) 250 NMi
Boston 201 NMj
New York (JFK) 172 NMj|
Newark 162 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | | Grissom AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

Nashville 273 NMi
Pittsburgh 270 NMi
St Louis 225 NMi
Cleveland 200 NMi
Detroit 157 NMi
Cincinnati 118 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 112 NMi|




For Official Use Oniy
Section | | Hanscom AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tfafﬁc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Newark 167 NMi
New York (JFK) 157 NMi
Boston ‘ 14 NMj




For Official Use Only

Section | | Hill AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness’
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Salt Lake City | 20 NMi]




For Official Use Only

Section | Holloman AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE '
Phoenix ] 299 NMi|




For Official Use Only

Section | Hurlburt Fid
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Facksonville 259 NMi

[/ﬂanta 225 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | Keesler 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
Atlanta 300 NMi

Memphis 283 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | | Kelly AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 225 NMi

Houstpn 173 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Kirtland AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT | DISTANCE

IPhoenix ] 285 NMil




For Officiat Use Only

Section | | Lackland AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high tréfﬁc, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE '
Dallas/Ft Worth (DAL) 227 NMi
Houston 176 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Lambert Field ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Cincinnati 267 NMi
Nashville 236 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 224 NMi
Memphis 223 NMi

ansas City 206 NMi
St Louis 0 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | | Langley AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Pittsburgh 273 NMil
Charlotte 249 NMij
New York (JFK) 245 NM;
Newark 240 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 138 NMj
Washington (BWI) 126 NMi
'Washington (IAD) 123 NMi
'Washington (DCA) 111 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Laughlin AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness :

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 286 NMi

Houston 286 NMH




For Official Use Only

Section | Little Rock AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

Kansas City 290 NMi
_Iizishville ‘J 277 NMi
Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 272 NMi
St Louis 245 NMi
Memphis 107 NMi




For Officiol Use Only

Section | Los Angeles AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT : DISTANCE

San Francisco 293 NMi
Las Vegas 205 NMi
Los /m\—ngcrlicﬂs/(i)\xr) L B 0 NMi




For Officiol Use Only

Section | Luke AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT ____DISTANCE

as Vegas 205 NMi

Phoenix ‘ 20 NM;j




For Official Use Only

Section | MacDill AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness :

E. Airspace Used by Base

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[acksonville [ 164 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | March ARB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Phoenix 263 NMi
Las Vegas 168 NMi
Los Angeles (LAX) 57 NMij




For Official Use Only

Section | Martin State APT ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness v v
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Cleveland 278 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 236 NMi
Pittsburgh 189 NMi
New York (JFK) 145 NMil
Newark 132 NMi
Washington (IAD) 54 NMi
'Washington (DCA) 41 NMi
\Washington (BWI) 15 NMi




For OMicial Use Only

Section | | Maxwell AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness -
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Tacksonville ; 265 NMi
Memphis | 241 NMi
Nashvile | 225 NMi
Atlanta | 123 NMij




For Official Use Only

Section | McChord AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE
Eeatle/Tacoma T 20 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | McClellan 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
San Francisco 78 NMi
g I i




For Official Use Only

Section | McConnell AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.1§ List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 284 NMi

Kansas City 156 NMi




‘ For Official Use Only
Section | | McGuire 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):

ferRPORT DISTANCE

Pittsburgh 260 NMi
Boston 215 NMi
Washington (IAD) 147 NMi
‘Washington (DCA) 133 NMi
Washington (BWI) 108 NMi
New York (JFK) ’ 53 NMi
Newark 45 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | Minneapolis-St Paul IAP ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Chicago (ORD) 290 NMi
Minneapolis/St. Paul O NMi

Eelae s




For OfMicial Use Only

Section | Moody AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
I2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Charlotte 279 NMi
iAtlanta 172 NMi

acksonville 83 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Mt Home AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.1§ List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT : DISTANCE
[Salt Lake City | 221 NMj




For Officlal Use Only

Section | | NAS Willow Grove ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Pittsburgh 233 NMj
Boston 228 NMi
Washington (IAD) 131 NMi
Washington (DCA) 119 NMi|
Washington (BWI) 93 NMi
New York (JFK) 68 NMi
Newark 54 NMi




For Officlal Use Only
Section| Nellis AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT . DISTANCE
Phoenix 224 NMi
Los Angeles (LAX) ,‘ 215 NMi
Las Vegas 11 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section| Niagara Falls IAP ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE

New York (JFK) 274 NMi
Washington (DCA) 269 NMi
Washington (IAD) ] 259 NMi
Newark 258 NMil
Washington (BWI) 257 NMi
Detroit 202 NMi
Pittsburgh 167 NMi
Cleveland 164 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section| O'Hare IAP, ARS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2:E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Minneapolis/St. Paul 290 NMi
Cleveland 273 NMi
Cincinnati ' 230 NMi
St Louis | 224 NMi
Detroit 203 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 0 NMi




Section |
2. Operational Effectiveness

L2.E.15

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact

For Official Use Only

Offutt AFB

List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE

St Louis 292 NMij

Minneapolis/St. Paul 255 NMi

Kansas City 122 NMi

5 s




For Official Use Only

Section | Onizuka 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 DISTANCE

s Angeles (LAX) -267 NMi

Eﬂ Francisco 26 NMi




: For Official Use Oniy
Section | < Otis ANGB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
I2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Newark 175 NM;
New York (JFK) 159 NMi
Eoston 48 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | _ Patrick 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
[lacksonville { 147 Nﬁl]




For Officiol Use Only

Section | Peterson 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 f DISTANCE
li)enver ¢ ] 63 NM—II




For Official Use Only
Section | Pope AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Atlanta 283 NMi
'Washington (BW1) 265 NMi
Washington (DCA) 240 NMi
'Washington (IAD) 238 NMi
Charlotte 95 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 44 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | Portland IAP ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness :
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
ngatle/'r acoma j 112 NMn]




For Officlal Use Only

Section | Randolph 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
[Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 212 NMi

@uston 155 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | ; Reese AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Dallas/Ft Worth OFW) | 254 NMj




For Official Use Only
Section | | Rickenbacker ANGB

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

Washington (BWI) 292 NM;
Charlotte 292 NMi
Nashville 284 NMi
Washington (DCA) : ; 279 NMi
Chicago (ORD) : 260 NMi
Washington (IAD) 259 NMi
Detroit 1 145 NM;i
Pittsburgh 130 NMi
Cleveland | 108 NMi
Cincinnati ‘ 92 NMi




For Officiol Use Only

Section || Robins 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

Nashville 259 NMi
Charlotte 203 NMil
Jacksonville 161 NMi
Atlanta 1 73 NMi|




For Officlal Use Only
Section | Rome Lab
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
L2 E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Washington (IAD) 274 NMi
Washington (DCA) 273 NMi
Pittsburgh 271 NMi
Washington (BWT) 250 NMi
Boston 200 NMj|
New York (JFK) 172 NMi
Newark 162 NM




For Officlal Use Only

Section | Salt Lake City IAP ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness ' v

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs);
AIRPORT DISTANCE
|Salt Lake City ] 0 NMi|

[RprRi




For Official Use Only

Section | Scott 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
Cincinnati 245 NMi
Kansas City 231 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 225 NMi
Memphis 210 NMi
Nashville 210 NMil
St Louis 27 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | S Selfridge ANGB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT __DISTANCE

Cincinnati ] 229 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 228 NM;
Pittsburgh 172 NMi
Cleveland m 84 NMi
Detroit m 32 NMi




For Cfficiol Use Only

Section | | Seymour Johnson AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Iinpact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Washington (BWI) 238 NMi
'Washington (IAD) 218 NMi
'Washington (DCA) 215 NMi
Charlotte 146 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 52 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | Shaw 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

Facksonville 218 NMi
Atlanta 198 NMi
Raleigh/Durham 141 NMi
Charlotte 78 NMil




For Official Use Only

Section | Sheppard AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
ouston 289 NMi

Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 98 NMi




For Official Use Only

Section | Stewart IAP ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact ‘
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Pittsburgh 284 NMi
'Washington (IAD) 217 NMi
Washington (DCA) 208 NMj
Washington (BWT) 182 NMi
Boston 148 NMi i
New York (JFK) 54 NMi
Newark 49 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | ‘ Tinker 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 DISTANCE
[Kansas City 265 NMi

(pallas(pt Worth (DFW) 152 NM




For Official Use Only

Section | Travis AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
|San Francisco ] 44 NMij




For Official Use Only
Section | Tucson IAP ANGS
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

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

AIRPORT ___DISTANCE
Phoenix [ eenM




For Official Use Only
Section | Tyndall AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L2.E.1§ List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE

|Atlanta 222 NMil

Jacksonville 203 NMi




For Officlal Use Only

Section | USAFA
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

L1.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):
AIRPORT DISTANCE




For Official Use Only

Section|| Vance AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness '

E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact

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

Kansas City 234 NMi

Dallas/Ft Worth (DFW) 211 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | | Vandenberq AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

fi.as Vegas 277 NMj
San Francisco 194 NMi
Ls Angeles (LAX) 117 NMi




For Officlal Use Only
Section | Westover ARB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
I2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

Washington (IAD) 297 NMi
Washington (DCA) 287 NMil
Wing:on (BWI) 261 NMi
Newark 4 117 NMi
INew York (JFK) : 109 NMil
Boston , 68 %




For Official Use Only
Section | - Whiteman AFB
2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base
Commercial Aviation Impact
1L.2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE
Memphis : 280 NMi
St Louis | 149 NMi
Kansas City - 64 NMi




For Official Use Only
Section | Wright-Patterson AFB

2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

Commercial Aviation Impact
L2.E.15 List of all nearby high traffic, commercial aviation facilities (hubs):

AIRPORT DISTANCE

Nashville 254 NMi
Chicago (ORD) 217 NMi
Pittsburgh 179 NMi
Detroit 147 NMi
Cleveland 138 NMi
ICincinnati 55 NMi

S
Bl
L




, For Official Use Only
Section | Youngstown-Warren MPT ARS

2. Operational Effectiveness
E. Airspace Used by Base

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

AIRPORT DISTANCE
[Newark 297 NMi
Cincinnati 226 NMi
Washington (BWI) | 222 NMi
Washington (DCA) 221 NMi
Washington (IAD) 203 NMi
Detroit 133 NMi
Cleveland |  SANMi
Pittsburgh 50 NMil
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA

: REBECCA COX
Apnl 6’1995 GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI LOUISE STEELE

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp)

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

Headquarters USAF

1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington D.C. 20330-1670

TUCEATITNRE .
ETe2N N

MO

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.
-

ancis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader

Attachment



Please provide answers to the following questions and arcas of concern.

1. What are the certified usable ramp spaces at McGuire and Plattsburgh?
2. Are there any restrictions as to parking: ie: a lack of flexibiiity at McGuire and/or Plattsburgh?

3. Whnatis the runway length of McGuire? Is the KC-10 restricted as 1o Maximum Gross Weight
for takeofl due 1o runway length and summer temperature?

4. Fow many parkin ~ spots are av.zlable at McGuire?
+ KC-135equivalent
* Any size comganson
* Hew do those numbers compare to Plattsburgh?

5. Compare the refueling capacity of McGuire and Platisburgh under the following categordes:
* Storage '
* Pits
* Laterals
¢+ Simultaneous refueling
* Sources
Methods of Supply

6. Compare the condition cf the ramp and runways at McGuire to those at Plattsburgh.
(Why pump mcney 1nto a tired facility wien you have one in a better location in mint condition?)

7. What is the current bead-down at McGu:ve by aircraft type and unit?

8. Review the stats of housing at McGuire compared to Plattsburgh

* Numoc- of houses on base

* Num er of houses of! base
(Because the F3-111's had left Plarisburgh, there was a major housing renovation in progress so
as to have the best on-base housing ¢ zilable wher the Mobility Wing amrived ar Plausburgh. All
1gnoreC - al! forgotten. Off-base housing ar Plansburgh availabie due to depariures of personned -
it's a buver's market.)
9. Review anc compare the AICUZ data of Plausburgh and McGuire.
(1993 BRAC penalized, as we feared they would, Plattsburgh fer having the "cnly sccond
generation prograrm” and tctally swept under the rug the fact that McGuire has pg ATCLZ program.
There mus: be seme [zl ness in rational and comparison when a head-to-hewd ccmpetition is
created.... Especiiy wren the Commussioner: create the sompetition *In the interes: of fairness”.

10. Frovide a list of customers and mun the Sving times to these customers from McGuire and
Platisturgh.

(Gereral Johnson creatzd. on his owr., proxiruities (o customers as the kev rezson for McGuire to
Pe chosen as the Eastem Air Mobility Wing. V'hen running the Mvin g times > cerain to add the
trme to fly departures required to get our of and out from under the New Verk Citv, Newark
Prilly tnargle. The liability of onerzting sut o™ McGuire is real and has beer 2 factor in Air Force
cperations for a: least the ast 12 years and wii. uldmately impact eperaticns frem McGuire in the
next decace.)

LY
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11. 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
(Plattsburgh believes that there are no Active Duty tankers in the Normeast.)

12. What construction is on-going at McGuire?
13. What construction is requested in the 96, 97, 98, 99 and 2000 Milcon budget for McGuire?
14. What BRAC funds are being spent at McGuire and what are programmed?

- 15. Task the FAA to compare, in depth, the Plattsburgh and McGuire traffic. Place particular

:Sphasxs on where might aircrews best accomplish crew training with proper separation and
ety
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

20 1R 1006

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo)

FROM: AF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1670

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 fifteen
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 from 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.

b/

. BLUME, Jr.,Major General, USAF
ial Assistant to the Chief of Staff for
Realignment and Transition

We hope the provided information is useful.

Attachment:
Responses to questions



AIR FORCE FACT SHEET
Plattsburgh/McGuire AFBs

1. Question/Statement: What are the certified usable ramp spaces at McGuire and
Plattsburgh?

Response: (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. Question/Statement: Are there any restrictions as to parking: ie: a lack of flexibility
at McGuire and/or Plattsburgh?

Response: 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. Question/Statement: 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?

Response: 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, +150 feet pressure altitude, no wind, dry runway).

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

Response: (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. Question/Statement: Compare the refueling capacity of McGuire and Plattsburgh
under the following categories:

- Storage

- Pits

- Laterals

- Simultaneous refueling

- Methods of Supply

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

- Storage - Plattsburgh (1993 BRAC Questionnaire) - 4,502 (K/gal);
McGuire(BRAC 93 Questionnaire) - 4,100 (K/gal)

- Pits - 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 number 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. Question/Statement: Compare the condition of the ramp and runways at McGuire to
those at Plattsburgh.

Response:  Plattsburgh (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 2, 10% Code 3
- Aprons - 64% Code 1, 31% Code 2,5% Code 3
McGuire (1995 BRAC Questionnaire)
- Runway - 99% Code 1, 1% Code 2
- Taxiway - 92.9% Code 1, 6.7% Code 2, 0.4% Code 3
- Aprons - 87% Code 1, 6.8% Code 2, 6.2% Code 3



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

Response: Current aircraft assigned at McGuire by type and unit include:
38 C-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 - [150th Air Refueling Squadron (ARS) and 141 ARS] (ANG).

8. Question/Statement: Review the status of housing at McGuire compared to
Plattsburgh.

- Number of houses on base

- Number of houses off base

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

Off Base Housing - 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.

- Plattsburgh (1993 BRAC Questionnaire)

-- Available - Yes

-- Acceptable - Yes

-- Affordable to all but the lowest ranking airmen w/families

- 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. Question/Statement: Review and compare the AICUZ data of Plattsburgh and
McQGuire. .

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.

- Plattsburgh (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 tankers>. 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 Ldn 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. Question/Statement: 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.



11. Question/Statement: 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. Question/Statement: What construction is on-going at McGuire?

Response:  The following MILCON projects are on-going at McGuire:
FY 91 - C-141 Flight Simulator [$3.0M]
- Alter 2 dorms [$5.0M]
FY 92 - Housing Improvements (100 units) [$7.0M]
- Waste Water Plant (AF Share) [$22.0M]
- Child Care Center [$4.0M]
- Alter 2 dorms [$5.0M]
FY 93 - Upgrade Storm Drains [$3.0M]
- Remove Underground Fuel Storage Tank [$6.0M]
FY 94 - NONE
FY 95 - Storm Drains and Sanitary/Sewer System [$7.0M]
- Dorm [$2.0M] (Out for bids)
- Dorm [$9.0M] (Out for bids)
- Hospital Upgrade [$2.0] (Out for bids)



13. Question/Statement: 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 [$2.0M]
- DLA Hydrant System [$12M]
- EMCS [$2.0M]
- HTHW [$3.0M]
- KC-10 Squadron Ops [$8.0M]
- Housing Improvements (100 Units) [$9.0M]
FY 97 - Housing Improvements (68 Units) [$7.0M]
- C-141 Squadron Ops [$6.0M]
FY 98 -FY2000 - Nothing programmed as of yet.

14. Question/Statement: 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 [$1.0M]
- ADAL Vehicle Complex [$1.821M]
FY 95 - KC-10 Squadron Ops/AMU [$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]
FY 96 - Contingency Comm Element [$2.944M]
- KC-10 Simulator [$4.35M]
FY 97 - Upgrade Roads [$1.4M]
- Add Health Care Center [$1.95M]



15. Question/Statement: Task the FAA to compare, in depth, the Plattsburgh and
McQGuire 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

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

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

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff ,

for Base Realignment and Transition é 7
Headquarters USAF Fianns maior o s TR

1670 Air Force Pentagon B0 e LG e
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 wima respencing A OWN0 -5
Dear General Blume:

We request you review the COBRA run redirecting Griffiss 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.

Franci$§ A. Cirillo, Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

101 My 1anr

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr)
FROM: HQ USAF/RT P
SUBJECT: USAF BRAC ‘95 ANG Information sy -5

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 Griffiss. 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 Airfield/Facilities 400,000
Additional Snow Removal Costs 250,000
Deicing (fluid/sewer charge/personnel) 400,000

Total $2,710,000

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 $3,351,000, 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 (average/year) $144,000
Special Deployments (average yearly costs FY 92-FY 94) 81.000
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.
L

é_\BUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
pecial Assistant 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

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOBUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff P WENDI LouIsE STRELE

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 Griffiss 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
contzin 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.

Sincerely/”

Franci$ A. Cirillo, Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader

*k TOTAL PARGE . BB2 *x
APR-08-19295 13:3@ 703 696 B536 P.boz2
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ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

April 8, 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:

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

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

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

A

FRRsa 18z 0 s romisr
when rescencing A5 ONE - L

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

31st 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.

Sincerely,

Frandis A. Cirillo, Jr. PE
Air Force Team Leader

Attachments
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1428
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-69 ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN
0 o . R
April 8, 1995 COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
N G Avts, USAF (RET)
Wﬂ M l'y ma (l’t‘ COL Mary Tﬁpp) :.A‘:.‘“tmﬂlﬂ K. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
Spg:&fﬁmmtm%ofsg sc';gfguv:w‘.&.mmm
USAF '
1670 Air Force Pentagon 6 @
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670
Dear General Blume: 7501/06

I am forwarding an attached “Defease Support Initiative,” presented at the April 4th
Birmingham Regional Hearing by the Okaloosa County Ecoromic 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
31st 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.
Sincercly,
Francis A. Cinillo, Jr. PE
Air Force Team Leader
Attachments
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

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

FROM: HQ USAF/RT

SUBIJECT: 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).

Birmingham Regional Hearings

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) stems 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 (FY92/3/4).

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 flight testing and do not envision replacing REDCAP capabilities
with increased flight testing.

Points 4 & 5: AFFTC has no space to absorb this facility. AFFTC is currently modifying
their MILCON to the ECITF to house REDCAP based on BRAC recommendation.
Estimated additional MILCON costs are $6-7.8M for REDCAP alone. This does not
include the additional people needed to operate the facility. REDCAP has the only modern
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.

ALSPAN’s submittal on the Real-time Electronic Digitally 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 ACETETF facility at Patuxent River, NAS at a much lower cost with no loss 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 FY91 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 ncccssary and are ready to
provide additional assistance. AF/TE point of contact is Lt Col London, 697-1165. AF/RT

point of contact is Maj Michael Wallace, 695-4667.

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF
cial 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-
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1423
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN 1. DIXON,. CHAIRMAN

April 8, 1995
COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) ariee i o (T
or Col. :
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff ba J0aUE ROBLES. IR UBK (RET)
for Base Realignment and Transition
Headquarters USAF
1670 Air Force Pentagon

Washington, D.C. 20330-1670
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
31st 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.
Sincerely,
/ . .
’:.‘ ,-“' [
LN

.Fran¢is A. Cirillo, Jr. PE

Air Force Team Leader
Attachments
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'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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EDC/DSI

« HOWEVER AIR FORCE DECIDES TO

DISMANTLE EMTE AND DISCONTINUE
EGLIN’S EC LEADERSHIP ROLE

- ESTABLISH EDWARDS AS EC SINGLE FACE TO THE
CUSTOMER

~ MOVE 8 SIMULATORS & 2 POD SYSTEMS TO NELLIS
RANGE COMPLEX

» LEAVE REMAINING EMTE ASSETS FOR AFSOC
TRAINING AND SUPPORT OF WEAPONS TESTING
BUT WITHOUT UPGRADE FUNDING

~ CLOSE REDCAP & AFEWES & MOVE THEIR ASSETS TO
EDWARDS

~ UPGRADE EDWARD’S BENEFIELD ANECHOIC
CHAMBER TO ACCOMPLISH EC MISSION AT A COST OF
$140M

IE:ET S6. B ¥dY

Y-a DJdd8d WOodid

500 3v4yd



£E:ET  S66T-80-ddd

S£SP 969 £04

908" d

EDC/DSI

* AIR FORCE STATES THESE ACTIONS WILL :
— SAVE $48M OVER 20 YEARS

— HAVE NO ADVERSE IMPACT ON AFSOC, ACC OR
OTHER EMTE USERS
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EDC/DSI

* REALITY IS THAT THESE ACTIONS WILL.:

—~ INCREASE THE COST OF EC TESTING TO THE
CUSTOMER

» COST OF DOING BUSINESS - CIVILIAN PAY,
CONTRACTOR COSTS, DATA REDUCTION, etc, ARE

‘ HIGHER IN WESTERN U.S.

“™)*'» TDY COSTS WILL INCREASE FOR AFSOC, WRALC &
1 ACC

| » TANKER SUPPORT WILL BE REQUIRED DUE TO
. ¥ - DISTANCES BETWEEN STAGING BASES AND

0 at RANGES
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EDC/DSI

« REALITY (CONT)

— CREATE ADDITIONAL MCP REQUIREMENTS

» AWC MAY HAVE TO MOVE WEST TO ACCOMPLISH
ITS EC OT&E MISSION

- IMPACT AFSOC’S EC READINESS

» QUICK REACTION EC FIXES, REQUIRED IN ALL
CONTINGENCIES, WILL BE DELAYED
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EDC/DSI

« RECOMMEND BRAC ANALYZE AIR FORCE
EC DECISION FOR:

— TOTAL AIR FORCE COST IMPACT vs AFMC COST |
REDUCTION

— OVERALL T&E, OT&E 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
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CALSPAN

1964
1964-1970
1970
1970-1982
1982
1988
1983
1994
1995
1997
1999

MAJOR REDCAP EVENTS

First Radar simulation - 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 IADS and Link to other Facliities
Integrate Radars into New Archltecture .
Advanced Radars
Advanced Radars

$2M

CALSPAN
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REDCAP Realignment -
The TESTER'’s Perspective

ASSERTION

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

FACT

REDCARP is in the final stages of a $75M Upgrade

scheduled for completion in Oct 1995. The total
tacility is needed to perform REDCAP’s mission,
failure to move the entire facility and its capabil-
ities will significantly degrade the Nation’s
Electronic Combat capablfitie s.tm
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CALSPAN

ELAPSED
TEST TIME
REDCAP/EMTE/AFEWES LINKAGE 120
REDCAP EF111 TEST 167
PMTC NOISE QUALITY | 50
ESD TEST PROGRAM 183
WARLOCK TEST PROGRAM 138
B-2 M&S TESTING 300
TACTICAL A/C DECOY TEST 75
MLATI | 210

AVERAGE 155

ALL UNITS ARE IN DAYS

FALLACIES ON UTILIZATION

TEST TIME IS 15% OF SIMULATOR USAGE TIME

SIMULATOR TEST
PREP  TEST REPORT &
ANALYSIS
60 14 42
96 25 34
28 5 14
48 10 75
80 28 28
104 60 104
28 7 26
120 21 7
| 71 21 41 !
SIMULATOR
USAGE

CALSPAN
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REDCAP WORKLOAD
ACTUAL WORKLOAD ALWAYS EXCEEDS PROJECTED

= Projected
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REDCAP IS MORE IMPORTANT THAN EVER BEFORE

IN A DECLINING DEFENSE ENVIRONMENT, REDCAP
ACTIVITY IS INCREASING Because THE ELECTRONIC
COMBAT COMMUNITY 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 SPECIFIC

- COUNTRY
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CALSPAN

REDCAP Realignment -
The TESTER’s Perspective

6PiET  SECT-80-ddY

ASSERTION |

Assuming no economic recovery, this recommen-
dation could result in a maximum potential reduction
of 5 jobs (3 direct johs and 2 indirect jobs) over the
1996-2001 period In Erie County, New York economic
area, which is less that 0.1 percent of economic area
employment.

EACT
Currently, REDCAP employs 75 professionals at
Calspan (50 direct, 25 indirect); if moved, all of these
jobs would disappear. The Indirect economic impact
1 on Erie County, New York is unknown.

i

9£S8 969 £02

£00°d

REDCAP Realignment -

The SECORF's BRACC Recomensndstions
Recommendation:

Dicostaltich the Auel-Tima Digitelly Controlied Ansfyzer
Pracesscr setivily {(REDCAP) af Butiate, New Yoerk.
Pequied test aciivitien 8nd necessery support equipment
will be relaceted 10 the Al Feroe Flighl Test Conter (AFFTC)
at Edwarde APS, Californie,

Any remsining squipment will be dispesed of.

recormmended that REDCAP's sapebiiities e selocated t0 an
oulating laslity st on instalietion with & Major Range and

Tost Facilly Bace (MRTFS) cpanair range. Projecied work-
foad for ARUCAP ks enly 10 percent of e avalisble cepacity.
APFIC ns sapathly suflicient 10 sbeerh REDCAP's workioad.
NEDCAP's basle hardunre-in-8he-foop Infrasiruciure is duplicated
ol other A Feree TAE fosiitics. This actien achisves significant
900t savings and workiond consolidetion,

Return on investaent:
The tetel eslhmuted one-time cont to kuplament s
rovcanendation is $1.7 million. The net of aB coute snd

millea. Anrwal reswrting savings sfier implomeniatien are

90.5 million with & refern on invectment expacted In 0ne yenr.
The nat presend velus of 1he coot and savinge over 20 yeers
s 8 savingn of $11.2 million.

Impaots:
Assuming 50 scenomi recevery, this resommendation coukd
result in 4 maximum polentief rechuciien of ¢ jobe (9 divect jobe
ond 2 indirect jobse) over the 1996-2091 pariod in Erle County,
Now York sconusiic ares, which la less it 0.t petcent of

oconemic aren swployment. Thie action will have minimed

erwironmentet lmpact,
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
April 10, 1995 AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff

for Base Realignment and Transition

Headquarters USAF 7/

1670 Air Force Pentagon Fizasa ralar o this AUm N~
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 aion resgonding ADOANO-24
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
contonment at Brooks. 68th Intel Sqdn and 710th Intel Flight (AFRES) relocate to Lackland.

c. Review and carefully 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 would be eliminated if we realign Brooks and canton the missions with

the base support provided by £ackfd AR Lacbland AF S

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

8 Sincere,

Franicis A. Cirillo, }°, PE
Air Force Team Leader

PW‘D[S C ullrun) P .Cm,//,)/'j_\Om[Qj MQ W/z//;;u #F//c‘r




‘1HE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNYENT COMMISSION

EXECUTIVE CORRESPONDENCE TRACKING SYSTEM €cTs) ¢ A 5 OH 10 — Y

FROM:C AR\ LLO, B e\ 100 (DL U, ARY
me 4 & TEAWA LEANEWR TE< PEC (- ASST
ORGANTZATION: ORGANTZATION:
Dece o HE A0 QuideTEes (ASAR
DNSTALLATION (33 DISCUSSED: eDQ\C)O\C_S AN EES
OFFICE OF THE CHLAIRMAN l FT | acTION | pT COMNOSSION MEVBERS ' FYT | aCTion i ™T
CHARMAN DIXON COMMISSIONER CORNELLA ' | |
STAFF DIRECTOR L COMMISSIONER COX ! | i
EXECUTTVE DIRECTOR al COMMISSIONER DAVS |
GENERAL COUNSEL v COMMISSIONER KLING s |
MILITARY EXECUTIVE COMMOSSIONER MONTOYA T |
COMMISSIONER ROSLES | |
DIRJ/CONGRESSIONAL LLASON COMWISSIONER STEELE | ?
|
DIR_ COMMUNICATIONS REVIEW AND ANALYSIS
! DIRECTOR OF R & A [y |
| EXECUTIVE SECRETARIAT - ARMY TEAM LEADER |
» NAVY TEAM LEADER
DIRECTOR OF ADMINISTRATION AIR FORCE TEAM LEADER L
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER INTERAGENCY TEAM LEADER — |
DIRECTOR OF TRAVEL N CROSS SERVICE TEAM LEADER
l
| DIRINFORMATION SERVICES |
\ TYPE OF ACTION REQUIRED
r Prepare Reply for Chairmay's Signatare Prepare Reply ‘or Comxmmissicner's Sigoacare
{ Prepare Reply far StfT Director's Signarure Prepare Direct Response
\ ACTION: Offer Camments and/ar Sageestions / FY1

ject/Remarks:
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=== 45050 |

=== Q5 OH10

e omemet A SCA D
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

7 8y
], Ny
Ipspor ™y

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.)
FROM: HQ USAF/RT |
SUBIJECT: Brooks AFB Cantonment COBRA Analysis (RT Tasker 378) 7’

Our response to your tasker of April 20, 1995 (950410-24) is attached. The Air Force 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. The 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. The Air Force continues to
believe the community’s proposal would not achieve needed savings and reductions of infrastructure,
and relies on assumptions of support that may not be practical for the long-term. As a result, the Air
Force would not favor this altemnative 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.

| lomry

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF
ial Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition

Attachment:
Brooks (Cantonment) COBRA




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1985

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Starting Year : 1996
Final Year : 1998
ROI Year : 2000 (2 Years)

NPV in 2015(8K): -115,186
1-Time Cost($K): 21,802

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
Mi lCon -233 822 7,398 0 0 0 7.987 0
Person 0 0 -5,055 -11,973 -11,973 -11,973 -40,974 -11,973
Overhd 191 201 135 -1,103 -1,103 -1,103 -2,783 -1,103
Moving 0 0 3.489 0 0 0 3,489 0
Missio 0 0 0 2,808 2,808 2,808 8,424 2,808
Other 0 0 7.715 0 0 0 7,715 0
TOTAL -42 1,023 13,683 -10,268 -10, 268 -10,268 -16,141 -10,268
1996 1997 1898 1999 2000 2001 Total

POSITIONS ELIMINATED

off o 0 29 o] 0 0 29

Enl 0 0 134 0 ] 0 134

Civ 0 4] 87 0 0 0 87

707 0 0 250 0 0 0 250
POSITIONS REALIGNED

off 0 0 35 0 0 0 35

Enl 0 0 260 0 0 0 260

Stu 0 0 0 0 0 0 ]

Civ 0 0 212 0 0 0 212

TOT 0 1] 507 0 0 0 507
Summary:

COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION.

Lack tand AFB supplies BOS

Retain HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants

68 Intel Squadron and 710 Intel Flight (AFRES) relocates to Lackland AFB
MFH retained at Brooks, QOL applied, table top estimates (no site survey)
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT0378




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) . page 2/2
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYQ5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1986 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
Mi LCon 0 822 7,398 0 0 0 8,220 0
Person 0 0 2,586 1,259 1,259 1,258 6,364 1,259
Overhd 191 357 961 640 640 640 3,429 640
Moving 0 0 3,670 0 [ 0 3.670 o]
Missio 0 0 0 2,808 2,808 2,808 8,424 2,808
Other 0 0 7.715 0 0 0 7.715 0
TOTAL 191 1,179 22,331 4,707 4,707 4,707 37.822 4,707
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 2001 Total Beyond
Mi lCon 233 0 0 0 0 0 233 [}
Person 0 g 7.641 13,232 13,232 13,232 47,338 13,232
Overhd 0 157 826 1,743 1,743 1,743 6,212 1,743
Moving 0 0 180 1] 0 o 180 0
Missio 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0
Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 233 157 8,647 14,976 14,976 14,976 53,964 14,976




NET PRESENT YALUES REPORT (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 File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Year Cost($) Adjusted Cost($) NPV ($)
1996 -42,138 -41,570 -41,570
1997 1,022,729 981,847 940,376
1998 13,683,484 12,786,218 13,726,595
1998 -10,268,523 -9,338,381 4,388,214
2000 -10,268,523 -9,088,448 -4,700,234
2001 -10,268,523 -8,845,205 -13,545,440
2002 -10,268,523 -8,608,472 -22,153,912
2003 -10,268,523 -8,378,075 -30,531,987
2004 -10,268,523 -8,1563,844 -38,685,832
2005 -10,268,523 -7,935,615 -46,621,447
2006 -10,268,523 -7,723,226 -54,344,673
2007 -10,268,523 -7.518,522 -61,861,195
2008 -10,268,523 -7,315,350 -69,176,545
2009 -10,268,523 -7.119,562 -76,296,107
2010 -10,268,523 -6,929,014 -83,225,121
2011 -10,268,523 -6,743,566 -89,968,687
2012 -10,268,523 -6,563,081 -96,531,768
2013 -10,268,523 -6,387,427 -102,919,195
2014 -10,268,523 -6,216,474 -109,135,669

2015 -10.268,523 -6,050,096 -115,185.766




TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1985

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF

(All values in Dollars)

Category Cost Sub-Total
Construction

Military Construction 8,220,000

Family Housing Construction 0

Information Management Account 0

Land Purchases 0
Total - Construction 8,220,000
Personnel

Civilian RIF 145,523

Civilian Early Retirement 58,769

Civilian New Hires 60,000

Eliminated Military PCS 1,037,092

Unemp loyment 25,056
Total - Personnel 1,326,440
Overhead

Program Planning Support 441,368

Mothbail / Shutdown 428,750 .
Total - Overhead 870,118
Moving

Civilian Moving 987,284

Civilian PPS 748,800

Military Moving 529,102

Freight 904,754

One-Time Moving Costs 500,000
Total - Moving 3,669,940
Other

HAP / RSE 215,573

Environmental Mitigation Costs 0

One-Time Unique Costs 7.500,000
Total - Other 7,715,573
Total One-Time Costs 21,802,071
One-Time Savings

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 233,000

Family Housing Cost Avoidances ]

Military Moving 180,550

Land Sales ) 1]

One-Time Moving Savings 0

Environmental Mitigation Savings 0

One-Time Unique Savings o

Total 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 File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF

ALl Casts in $K

Total IMA Land Cost Total
Base Name Mi lCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
BROOKS 6,908 4] 0 -233 6,675
LACKLAND 1,312 ] 0 0 1,312
BASE X 0 0 0 o] o]
Totals: 8,220 0 0 -233 7.987




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/19895

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fectrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BROOKS, TX

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996):

Officers Enlisted Students
640 999 0
FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1998 2000
officers 0 187 Q 0 0
Enlisted 0 111 0 [} s}
Students 0] 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 -222 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 76 1] 4] 0
BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students
827 1,110 0
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: LACKLAND, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Officers 0 0 9 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 171 1] 0
Students 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 159 0 0
TOTAL o] 0 339 0 0
To Base: BASE X
1996 1987 1998 1999 2000
officers 0 0 26 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 89 0 0
Students 0 0 0] 0 0
Civilians 0 0 53 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of BROOKS, TX):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
officers 0 0 35 0 4]
Enlisted 0 0 260 0 Q
Students 0 0 0 1] 0
Civilians 0 0 212 0 0
TOTAL 0 0 507 0 0
SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
officers 0 0 -29 0 0
Enlisted 0 0 -134 4] 0
Civilians 0 1] -87 0 [
TOTAL 0 1] -250 0 4]
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students
763 716 0

2001

[~ N ~NoNo Nl
o

Civilians

Civilians



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fetrs File : R:\COBRA\18BMAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LACKLAND, TX

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: BROOKS, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers 0 0 9 0 0 0 g
Enlisted 0 0 171 0 0 o 171
Students 0 o] ] 0 0 [ 0
Civilians 4] 0 159 0 0 o] 159
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 0 339

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into LACKLAND, TX):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 0 9 0 0 0 9
Enlisted 0 0 171 o] 0 ] 171
Students 0 [} 0 0 0 0 0
civilians 4] 0 159 0 0 0 159
TOTAL 0 0 339 0 0 0 339
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students Civilians
1,796 4,909 0 2,737
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X
BASE POPULATION (FY 18996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
736 3,263 4] 11,455

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: BROOKS, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers o] 0 26 0 0 0 26
Enlisted 0 0 89 0 0 0 89
Students 0 ] s} 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 4] 53 0 0 0 53
TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 0 168

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into BASE X):
1996 1987 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 0 26 0 1] 0 26

Entisted 0 0 89 1] o] [ 89

Students 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0

Civilians 0 0 53 0 0 0 83

TOTAL 0 0 168 0 0 0 168
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

officers Enlisted Students Civilians

762 3,352 0 11,508




TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1985

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 212 0 0 0 212
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 5 0 0 0 5
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 3 0 0 0 3
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 8 0 0 0 8
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 3 1] 1] 0 3
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 0 183 0 0 0 193
Civilian Positions Available 0 0 18 9] 0 0 19

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED o] 0 87 0 0 0 87
Early Retirement 10.00% o] 0 9 0 0 0 9
Regular Retirement 5.00% o] 0 4 0 0 0 4
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 13 0 0 0 13
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 1] (] 5 0 0 0 5
Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 4] 52 o] 0 0 52
Civilians Available to Move 0 0 4 0 0 0 4
Civilians Moving 0 0 4 o 0 0 4
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 0 o] [} 4]

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 212 0 0 o] 212
Civilians Moving 0 0 197 0 0 Q 197
New Civilians Hired o} [} 15 0 1] s} 15
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 14 0 0 0 14

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 [ 15 0 0 0 15

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements., Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%




TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Oof 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN.SFF

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1998 2000 2001 Total
----- ($K)----- ---- ---- ---- s--- .- e--- -
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON 0 822 7,398 o] 0 0 8,220
Fam Housing 0 0 0 Q 0 0 0
Land Purch 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0
O&M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF 0 0 145 0 [+] 0 145
Civ Retire 0 0 59 0 0 0 59
CIV MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 86 0 V] 0 86
POV Mi les 0 0 7 0 0 0 7
Home Purch 0 0 370 Q 0 0 370
HHG 0 o] 263 o] 0 0 263
Misc 4] 0 26 o] 0 0 26
House Hunt 0 0 76 0 0 0 76
PPS 0 0 749 g 0 0 749
RITA 0 0 158 0 0 0 158
FREIGHT
Packing 0 0 122 0 0 0 122
Freight 0 0 782 0 0 0 782
Vehicles 0 0 0 o o] 0 0
Driving 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unemp loyment 0 0 25 0 o] 0 25
OTHER
Program Plan M 143 107 1] 0 0 441
Shutdown 0 214 214 0 Q 4] 429
New Hire 0 0 60 0 o] 0 80
1-Time Move 0 0 500 0 0 ] 500
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem 0 0 23 0 o] 0 23
POV Miles 0 o] 21 1] 0 0 21
HHG 4] 0 405 0 1] 0 405
Misc 0 o} 80 0 ] 0 80
OTHER
Elim PCS 0 1] 1,037 1] 0 0 1,037
OTHER
HAP / RSE o] 0 215 0 (4] 0 215
Environmental 0 0 0 0 Q 0 0
Info Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
1-Time Other 0 0 7.500 0 ] 0 7,500
TOTAL ONE-TIME 191 1,179 20,432 0 0 0 21,802




Department

Option Package :
: R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
03M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
Ooff Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COST

ONE-TIME SAVES
..... (BK)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
0&M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES
----- ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS
0&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Al low
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

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

: Air Force

Brooks Cantonment

R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN. SFF

1996

0

Qooocoo

oo

(=N o No Nl

19

1996

233

(=]

WOoOOO

1886

(=N~ N -] [~ N~ N~N-N-] o

Coooo

233

1997

0

o000 [=NeNoReNaNa)

[« NeoNoNa)

1,179

1897

[=NeNal

NOOOO

157

1998

1988

o

oo0o0o

14,976
14,976

2000

o

oooo

2000

630
1,113

0
0
0
0
14,976

14,976

2001



Department

Option Package :
: R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT .CBR

Scenario File

Std Fectrs File :

ONE-TIME NET
..... ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
0&M
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M
RPMA
B80S
Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

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

: Air Force

Brooks Cantonment

R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN. SFF

1996

-233

1997

822

1998

7,398
0

204
2,641
807

1,386

215

0

0
7.500
0
20,251

1998

0

-472
286

0

0
-2,029
0

-3,563
-780

0
0
0
0
-6,568

13,683

1999

Qoo

(=) ooco

[N =N~ NoNo)

1999

-630
-473

-4,058

-7.,125
-790

2,808

-10,268

-10,268

2000

o [~ N~

Oooo0ooo

2000

0

-630
-473
0

0
-4,058
0

-7,125
-790

0
2,808
0

0
-10,268

-10,268

2001

oo

o o000

[~N=N-N-N-N.1

2001

0

-630
-473
0

0
-4,058
0

-7,125
-790

0
2,808
0

0
-10,268

-10,268

-24,938
-3,160

0
8,424
0

0
-37.,530

-16,141

-7,125
-790

0
2,808
y 0

o
-10,268

-10,268



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1895, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF

Personnel

Base Change %Change
BROOKS -757 -22%
LACKLAND 339 4%
BASE X 168 1%

RPMA($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per
BROOKS -630,367 <17% 833
LACKLAND 0 0% 0
BASE X [} 474 0

RPMABOS($)

Base Change %Change Chg/Per
BROOKS -1,743,232 -14% 2,303
LACKLAND 494,010 - 2% 1,457
BASE X 145,737 0% 867

SF

Change %Change Chg/Per
-343,000 -18% 453
0 0% 0
0 0% 0

BOS(%)
Change %Change Chg/Per
-1,112,865 -12% 1,470
494,010 2% 1,457
145,737 1% 867



Department

Option Package :

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

Net Change($K)
RPMA Change
BOS Change
Housing Change

RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1985, Report Created 07:36 05/25/1995

: Air Force
Brooks Cantonment
: R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR

R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN. SFF

1998

-472
286

1999

-630
-473

Beyond

TOTAL CHANGES

1996 1997
0 -187
0 0
0 0
0 -187

-1,103



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1995, Report Created 07:36 05/256/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION
Model Year One : FY 1986

Mode! does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No

Base Name Strategy:
BROOKS, TX Realignment
LACKLAND, TX ~ Realignment
BASE X Realignment
Summary:

COMMISSION REQUEST: THIS DOES NOT REPRESENT AN AIR FORCE POSITION.

Lack land AFB supplies BOS

Retain HSC, AL, SAM, AFCEE, YA, and minor tenants

68 Intel Squadron and 710 Intel Flight (AFRES) relocates to Lackland AFB
MFH retained at Brooks, QOL applied, table top estimates (no site survey)
Commission Tasker: 950410-24, RT Tasker: RT0378

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base: Distance:
BROOKS, TX LACKLAND, TX 11 mi
BROOKS, TX BASE X 1.000 mi

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE
Transfers from BROOKS, TX to LACKLAND, TX

1996 1887 1998 1999 2000 2001

officer Positions: 0 0 9 0 0 Q
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 171 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: 0 0 159 4] 0 0
Student Positions: 0 1] 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 2,733 0 0 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: ] 0 19 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 15 0 0 0
Transfers from BROOKS, TX to BASE X

1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001
officer Positions: 0 0 26 0 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 0 89 o 0 0
Civitian Positions: 0 0 53 ] 0 0
Student Positions: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 4] 0 0 ] 0 0
Suppt Egpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 V]
Military Light Yehicles: 0 4] 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 1] 0 4] 0 0

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)




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

Department : Air Force
Option Package :
Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

B8rooks Cantonment
: R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPOTFIN. SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: BROOKS, TX

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted YHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: LACKLAND, TX

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Entisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: BASE X

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

640
999
0
1,766
19.0%
6.0%
0
Q
1.918
106
80
97
0.07

736

3,263

0

11,455
54.0%
6.0%

0

0
13,708
66

50

69
0.07

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Prégram:

Unique Activity Information:

3,765
192
8,585

1,205
0.87

20.9%
AF009

Yes
No

6,730
663
24,111

3,991
Q.87
20.9%

AF046

Yes
No

6,147
3,887
21,001

6,225
1.00
20.9%

AFX

Yes



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

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment
Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS5\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\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 ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (3K):
Construction Schedule(%):

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: LACKLAND, TX

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd(%$K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (3K):
Construction Schedule(%):

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: BASE X

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

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS OQut-Patients/Yr:

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1996

N
w
wooocuggcooooocooo

w
H

1996

—
o

[~NeNoNoloNoNeNoN-Na]

10%
100%

oo

[~ N= N}

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
0 7,500 4] o V]

0 0 0 0 0

0 500 0 0 0

o] ] 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 2,808 2,808 2,808

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 V] 0

0 0 0 o 0

0 0 0 0 0
10% 90% 0% 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

0 0 0 0 1]
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 ] 4] 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 4] 0 0 0

o 0 0 0 1]

0 4] 0 0 o

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1] 1] ]
10% 90% 0% 0% o%
0% 0% o% 0% o%

0 o] 0 0 0

0 0 o] 0 0

0 0 o 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%
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INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 07:35 05/26/1985, Report Created 07:36 05/26/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Brooks Cantonment

Scenario File : R:\COBRA\25MAYS95\BRO-CANT.CBR
Std Fctrs File : R:\COBRA\18MAYS5\DEPQTFIN.SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: BROOKS, TX
1996 1997 1988 1999 2000 2001

0ff Force Struc Change: 0 187 0 0 4] 0
Enl Force Struc Change: 0 m 0 0 0 0
Civ Force Struc Change: ¢} -222 0 0 0 0
Stu Force Struc Change: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Off Scenario Change: 0 0 -29 0 0 0
Enl Scenario Change: 0 0 -134 0 0 0
Civ Scenario Change: 0 0 -87 1] 0 0
Off Change(No Sal Save): 1] o 0 0 0 0
Enl Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 4] 0 0 0 0 0
Caretakers - Mititary: 0 0 1] 0 o 0
Caretakers - Civilian: \] 0 0 0 0 0
INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

Name: BROOKS, TX

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab Mi lCon Total Cost($K)
Renovate B714/705 OTHER 0 0 2,422
Relocate AL/CFTS OTHER 0 0 300
Relocate Clinic OTHER 0 0 299
Calibration to B186 OTHER 0 0 271
RAM Waste OTHER 0 0 16
HSC/IN OTHER 0 0 315
LS & 0SI OTHER (4} 0 540
Ren B531, B537, B538 OTHER [4] ] 610
Road Alter OTHER 0 0 88
Meter and utility OTHER 1] 0 1,238
Fence and Gates OTHER 0 0 241
P&D OTHER 1] 0 568
Name: LACKLAND, TX

Description Categ New MilCon Rehab MitCon Total Cost($K)
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 Officers Married: 76.80% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00X PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 Civilian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00

0ff BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00

Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00

Unemp loyment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% cCivitian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% HAP Home Yalue Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%

SF File Desc: Final Factors RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%




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

: Air Force
: Brooks Cantonment

Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fectrs File :

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54
(Indices are used as exponents)

Program Management Factor: 10.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00%

: R:\COBRA\25MAY95\BRO-CANT.CBR
R:\COBRA\18MAY95\DEPOTFIN. SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(Lb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category UM $/uM
Horizontal (SY) 0
Waterfront (LF) 1]
Air Operations (SF) [
Operational (SF) 0
Administrative {SF) 0
School Buildings (SF) (4]
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0
Bache lor Quarters (SF) 0
Family Quarters (EA) 0
Covered Storage (SF) 0
Dining Facilities (SF) 0
Recreation Facilities (SF) 0
Communications Facil (SF) 0
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0
RDT & E Facilities (SF) 0
POL Storage (BL) 0
Ammunition Storage (SF) 0
Medical Facilities (SF) 0
Environmental ( ) 0

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE)

Vehicle data provided by telecon, 1/5/95

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
Info Management Account: 0.00%
Mi lCon Design Rate: 0.00%
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
Mi lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
Mi lCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Inflation Rate for NPY.RPT/ROI: 0.00%
1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00%
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile): 0.43
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 8.142.00
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($): 5,761.00
Category UM $/UM
other {SF) 0
Optional Category B () 0
Optional Category C () 0
Optional Category D {( ) 0
Optional Category E () 0
Optional Category F () 0
Optional Category G () 0
Optional Category H () 4]
Optional Category I () o]
Optional Category J () 0
Optional Category K () 0
Optional Category L ( ) 0
Optional Category M () 0
Optional Category N () 0
Optional Category 0 () 0
Optional Category P () 0
Optional Category Q ( ) ]
Optional Category R () 0

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

MILCON data AFMC 5/15/85

Personnel AF/PE 5/15/95
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

COMMISSIONERS:

AL CORNELLA

REBECCA COX

GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)

S. LEE KLING

RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WENDI 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:

5’
%;’6&" \hfz‘ YasTlmy

.wu@i{qibohufl“\

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 - 50/50 directorate split) spreadsheet source documents and
calculations, including PE worksheets, MFR Mlezvia data, AF/CV data, and all
COBRA assumptions.

- Rome Lab Distributed Space Calculations spreadsheet CE source calculations,
including an explanation of the BOS and functional 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
12/15/95, 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.

- DOD/Air Force definitions and gross/net square footage allowances for
administrative space vice laboratory space; light, medium, and heavy laboratory
space; and light and heavy SCIF space.




- COBRA:s 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 C4I R&D
- Option 2 -- Consolidate Most C4I 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.

Francis A. Cinllo 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. Francis A. Ciqillo. Ir.)
FROM: AFRT
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 Hanscom and Ft. Monmouth, NJ”. In response, we have included information on each of the eight areas
you requested. o : T

Request 1. All of the source documents for the Rome Lab-Griffiss 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 Hanscom/Ft. 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
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
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, AF/CV. and the BCEG on (02 Feb 94.

c. Since we are using 1997/4 as the manpower baseline, and since AF/PE does not keep 1997 manpower
projections down to the branch level, the current distribution of personnel was used as a surrogate for the
determination of how many 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 AF/PE 1997/4 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 1997/4 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/construction are included
in the CE estimates at attachment 4. The BOS and functional tails are estimated by AF/PE. Base operating
support (BOS) tail manpower represents 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 manpower 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

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

Response 3. Personnel costs and savings are determined by the COBRA software 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). e

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 AF/PE 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. Sounrce 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 AF/CEPP (Atch 4). Site surveys were conducted as follows:

Survey Date(s) Participants

Pre Site Survey (Hanscom) 13 Jan 95 AF/RT/CE

Pre Site Survey (Ft Monmouth) 17 Jan 95 AF/RT/CE

Initial Site Survey 27-31 Mar95  AFMC/XP/CE

Site Survey 10-14 Apr95  AFMC/XP/CE/SC, ESC/CC/AV/CE/IN,

HQ USAF/CE, 66SPTG/SC, & RL/CE

Request 7. DOD/Air Force definitions and gross/net 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 prewired 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 space (light, medium, and heavy) and SCIF space (light and heavy) the Air Force has not published
any standard facility requirements. Gross/net 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 C4I Research at Ft. Monmouth

- Option 3--Consolidate Air Force C4I (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, AF/RTR, DSN 225-4578

) lomy

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
cial Assistant to the CSAF for
Realignment & Transition

J

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 C4I R&D

11) COBRA - Consolidate Most C4I Research at Ft. Monmouth
12) COBRA - Consolidate Air Force C41 (Mobile-Army and Airbome-Air force)
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
Apnl 12, 1995 Al. CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENOILOUISE STEELE
for Base Realignment and Transition

Headquarters USAF 7é
1670 Air Force Pentagon . o e TG

. _ Pransa raiar D Uws RHTOGT
Washington, D.C." 20330-1670 wien cananien 4 50A L 2- 1S
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 from Griffiss Air Force Base.
The Air Force COBRA indicates only the reduction of 15 civilians from Griffiss 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
19937 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 staff visits 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 from 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 from
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 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?

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

Frantis A. Cirllo, Jr.
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AlIR FORCE

05 may 1905

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo)

FROM: AF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1670

SUBIJECT: Response to Questions on 485 EIG (Reference;#9504l 2-12)

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, Griffiss 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 111 will be military
positions. Conceming 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
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for
Realignment and Transition
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES A{R FORCE

T6 MY 1900

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo, Jr) 76
FROM: HQ USAF/RT
‘ 1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington DC 20330-1670
_ SUBJECT: USAF BRAC ‘95 ANG Informatign, 950412-12
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 airfield
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 120-150 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 19937

P37




RESPONSE: Again, only 15 of the 150 DoD civilian authorizations exist at Griffiss AFB
because 135 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 $12.0M per year?

RESPONSE: For 1997, 135 civilian authorizations of the 150 have been converted to
dollars ($12M) to pay for contractor maintenance of the airfield. 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 $12.0M overhead
charge.

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

0 2lom.

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
pecial Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition

RT357




‘DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

B 5 My 1905

""MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Frank Cirillo)

FROM: AF/RT
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
request for data concerning authorizations for the 485th EIG. ‘Paragxaph 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, Griffiss 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 111 will be military
positions. Conceming the question of moving some of these EIG authorizations to Keesler AFB,
the Air Force is not pursuing such an action.

| ) itlome

. BLUME, Jr.,Maj Gen, USAF
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff for
Realignment and Transition

RT389




- APR 12 895 15:18 FROM DBCRC R-A PQGE.684

THE DEFENSE BASE CLLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
’ ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMIESIONERS:
Apﬂl 12, 1995 AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET) -
s LEE XLING
RADM BENJAMIN K. MONTOYA, UBN (RET) 3

Major General Jay Blume '(ATFN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff . WENDILOUISE STERLE

. for Base Realignment and Transition :
Headquarters USAF _ . 7é .
1670 Air Force Pentagon rusTber
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 | | S’fm:“ﬂwz—- \a
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 5o, the DoD report indicates a loss of 150 civilians from Griffiss Air Force Base.
The Air Force COBRA indicates only the reduction of 15 civilians from Griffiss 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 minimusn 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
19932 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 staﬁ‘wsxts to Tinker and Griffiss Air Force Base, questions arose concerning the
inactivation of the 485th Engineering Installation Group (EIG). Persomel at Tinker AFB

_ indicated that not as many military and civilians are going from 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 personne! from the 485th EIG. But since the
number of authorizations incoming to Tinker AFB is not high as indicated in the report, Tinker
AFE may be losing more authorizations than previously indicated. In addition, personnel from
Griffiss AFB indicated that some of their authorizations for personnel were going to Keesler AFB,
and that Keesler AFB should be added to the fist of bases where 485th EIG authorizations are to
be going.

L7389

APR-12-1995 15:13 783 696 8536 P.004
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-~

-~
- .

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?

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

T 287

APR-12-1995 15:13 703 696 @536 . P.08S
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504
: ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

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

Major General Jay Blume (ATTN: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENDI LOUISE STEELE
for Base Realignment and Transition

Headquarters USAF ~7 ‘7
1670 Air Force Pentagon Flosea reior 1 (his nuim

. ' : ) R{ 6T
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 when Mﬁ* 3
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.

¢. 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
“down” 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, [ would appreciate this information no
later than May 8, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Frdncis A. Cirillo, Jr.
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, DC

05 yay 19%

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo)

FROM: HQ USAF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1670

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

The information at TAB 1 is the Air Force response to your 12 April, 1995 quesnons on

/Fd aafmﬁ »{7/%/

W"w

BLUME JR Major Geheral, USAF
al Assistant to Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition

TAB
Commission Questions Answers w/attachments 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 2¢: The total number of DoD authorizations that will be realigned by
organizations, and to what installation they will be going.

Answer 2¢: All personnel numbers are at attachment 2

Question 2d: 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 §

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

property after the base is realigned?




Answer 5: - 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
AFB, 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 aircraft 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.
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:

Apnl 7, 1995 AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
WEND! LOUISE STEELE

Major General Jay Blume (Attn: Lt. Col. Mary Tripp)

—_
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff &3

for Base Realignment and Transition YISO 1200 10 Shis i .
Headquarters USAF © ~henrsronding ‘_:\_. .
1670 Air Force Pentagon ASoun o 1-\7
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670
Dear General Blume: v

' 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 Malmstrom AFB would not be made until December 1996, thus requiring installation of
REACT at Malmstrom 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 Malmstrom would not only avoid these costs, but could actually
reduce the cost of REACT, since one less squadron would require this modification (3 at Grand
Forks instead of 4 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.

) 7
Sincerel/y/

Fran'cis A. Cinllo {r.
Air Force Team Leader

K/ UL fekl,




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 6 3
WASHINGTON DC

19 APR 1008

HQ USAF/RT
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, DC 20330-1670

Defense Base Closureﬁ and R;éligninént Commission
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 22209

Dear Mr Cirillo

This is in response to your letter of April 7, 1995, requesting a clarification of the
REACT costs associated with the revised Malmstrom AFB closure (MAL09601.CBR). Based
on inputs received from HQ AF/XOFS (atch 1), we have revised the $60 million REACT cost to
$50 million. A revised COBRA (MAL10901.CBR) is located at attachment 2.

Sincerely

/ ) tlomr

. BLUME, Jr.
ajor General, USAF
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Base Realignment and Transition

Attachments:
1. REACT cost explanation
2. COBRA run (MAL10901.CBR)




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE -
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC

19 APR 1935

MEMORANDUM FOR RTT
ATTENTION: COL MAYFIELD

FROM: XOFS
SUBJECT: REACT Costs in COBRA for Malmstrom AFB

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

The $60M cost for Rapid Execution & Combat Targeting (REACT) 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, subcontractors, and vendors have been
released. The cost includes removal of REACT equipment from Malmstrom AFB,
subsequent reconfiguration from “A-M” to “B” 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 Malmstrom AFB will cause the AF
to incur 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 from “A-M” to “B” for installation at Grand Forks
AFB. The cost difference between the two scenarios 1s 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 AFSPC/XPP, SAF/AQQS(M), and HQ USAF/XORW coordinated
response. My POC is Maj Kevin Karol, XOFS, 7-5735.

N B. WILLOUGHBY, USAF
Chief, Space & Nuclear Forces Division




COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Starting Year : 1996
Final Year : 1998
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year)

NPY in 2015($K):-1,377,830
1-Time Cost($K): 116,370

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
MilCon 1,041 7.427 0 o] o 0 8,468 0
Person 0 -324 -33,425 -95,429 -96,429 -95,429 -320,034 -95,429
Overhd 1,393 -396 -13,614 -21,457 -21,457 -21,457 -76,989 -21,457
Moving 2,925 5,956 7,906 0 0 R o 16,787 0
Missio 2,000 2,000 3.000 3,000 3,000 3.000 16.000 3,000
Other 50,900 0 15,000 0 0 ¢] 65,900 o 0
TOTAL 58,259 14,663 -21,133 -113,88% -113,885 -113,885 -289,868 -113,885
1996 1997 1998 ) 1989 2000 2001 Total

POSITIONS ELIMINATED )

off 0 0 161 0 o] 0 161

Ent 0 0 1,971 g 0 0 1,971

Civ [ 0 277 0 0 0 277

TOT 0 V] 2,408 0 0 0 2,409
POSITIONS REALIGNED

off 0 105 72 o] 0 0 177

Enl 0 614 344 0 0 0 958

Stu 0 0 1] 0 [ 0 0

Civ 0 19 163 0 0 0 182

TOoT 0 738 579 0 0 0 1,317
Summary:

........

THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
COMMISSION. IT DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION

Close Malmstrom AFB. In addition to BOS savings, this COBRA takes a
savings for missile Wing/Group overhead and missile security like the

Air Force recommendation COBRA for Grand Forks AFB. All costs and savings
associated with the Air Force operating MacDill AFB remain as the
original Air Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles moved to Base X

1 0 b

—

~



Department

Option Package :
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File :

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

: Air Force

Malmstrom Commission

: C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

Milcon
Parson
Overhd
Moving
Missio
Other

TOTAL

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

Milcon
Person
Overhd
Moving
Missio
Other

TOTAL

o -

1996 1997
1,041 9,369
o 3,588
2,831 3,934
2,925 7.085
2,000 2,000
50,900 0
59,687 25,977
1996 1997

o 1,942

0 3,912
1,438 4,331
0 1,129

o 0

0 0
1,438 11,314

1998

0
18,904
4,327
8,559
3,000
16,000

49,790

1998

0
52,329
17,842
653

0

0

70,924

-

€: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RECOMEND \F INAL . SFF

1999

0
5,316
1,870

0
3,000

0

10,187

1999

0
100,745
23,327
0

0
0

124,072

2000

5,316
1,870

3,000
10,187
2000

100,745
23,327
1)

124,072

Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/19895

2001

0
5.316
1,870

3,000

10,187

2001

100,745

23,327

124,072

455,893

124,072



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1885

Department

Option Package

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File

Year
1996
1897
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2008
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

: Air Force
: Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \FINAL . SFF

Cost($)
58,258,737
14,662,875

-21,133,536
-113,885,555
-113,885,555
-113,885,555
~-113,885,555
-113,885,585
-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
-74,791,160
-72,789,450
-70,841,314
-68,945,318
-67,100,066

NPV(S)
57,473,832
71,552,008

51,804,259

-61,765,327
-152,562,976
-250,662,879
-346,137,237
-439,056,320
-529,488,517
-617,500, 388
-703,156,71
-786,520,528
-867,653,197
-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 Of 03:45 04/06/19895, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

Department : Aic Force
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL103901.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

(ALl values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires ’
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemp lLoyment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

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

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

Total - Other

Cost

10,410,000
0
0
0

509,331
193,098
0

112,826,793

87,696

2,272,844

5,601,250

3,735,366
2,380,400
5,879,093
1,613,755
5,050,000

0
o
65,900,000

Sub-Total

10,410,000

13,616,917

7,874,094

18,568,614

65,800,000

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

Total Net One-Time Costs

112,645,675



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1885

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO95\RECOMENO\FINAL .SFF

All Costs in $K

Totat IMA Land Cost Total
Base Name MitCon Cost Purch Avoid Cost
MALMSTROM 0 0 0 -1,942 -1,942
BASE X - 0 0 0 0 0
MACDILL 10,410 0 0 0 10,410
Totals: 10,410 Q 0 -1,942 8,468




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1985

Oepartment : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MALMSTROM, MT

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996):
Officers . Enlisted Students Civilians

FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers -90 -94 -91 0 0 0 -275

Enlisted -204 -221 -224 0 0 0 -649

Students 0 a 0 0 0 0 0

Civilians 62 -28 -6 0 o] [ 28

TOTAL -232 -343 -321 1] 0 0 -896

BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action):

officers Enlisted Students Civilians

338 2,928 0 459

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: BASE X

1996 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers 0 0 72 0 [¢] 0 72
Enlisted 0 0 344 0 0 0 344
Students 0 o] 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 0 163 0 0 0 163
TOTAL 0 0 579 0 0 0 579

To Base: MACDILL, FL
1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 105 0 1] 0 0 105
Enlisted 0 614 4] 0 0 0 614
Students [¢] 0 0 0 0 Q [¢]
Civilians ¢] 19 0 0 0 0 19
TOTAL 0 738 0 0 0 0 738

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of MALMSTROM, MT):
1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 105 72 ] 0 0 177
Enlisted 0 614 344 1] 0 . 0 - .-«958
Students 0 [} o] 1] 4] 0 0
Civilians 1] 19 163 0 4] 0 182
TOTAL 0 738 579 4] o] 0 1,317

SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 . 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Officers o] o] -161 o] 1] 0 -161

Enlisted o] g -1,971 4] 0 0 -1,971

Civilians 0 0 -277 0 0 0 -277

TOTAL 0 0 -2,409 0 0 0 -2,409
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students Civilians




PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2

Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1895

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUOT\MAL10901.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \FINAL .SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: BASE X

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: MALMSTROM, MT
1996 1997 1998 *1999 2000

Officers 0 0 72 0 c
Enlisted 0 0 344 0 [
Students 0 0 0 4] 0
Civilians 0 0 163 0 4]
TOTAL \] 0 579 4] 0

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into BASE X):
1986 1997 1998 1999 2000

coma - cm-a . cmem

Officers 0 0 72 1] o]
Enlisted 4] 0 344 4] 0
Students 0 ] [4] 0 0
Civilians 0 0 163 4] 0
TOTAL 0 0 579 0 Y]
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students
808 3,607 0
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: MACDILL, FL
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students
516 1.911 0

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: MALMSTROM, MT
1996 1997 1898 1999 2000

Officers 0 105 0 [4] 4]
Enlisted 0 614 0 0 0
... Students 0 . ...0 Q [4] 0
Civilians 0 19 0 o] o]
TOTAL 4] 738 0 0 0

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into MACDILL, FL):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Officers 0 105 [\ 4] 0
Enlisted 0 614 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 o]
Civilians 0 19 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 738 0 0 0
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students
621 2.525 0

2001

200

Civilians

11,618

Civilians

1 Total



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1895, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Rate

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT
Early Retirement* 10.00%
Regular Retirement* 5.00%
Civilian Turnover* 15.00%

Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+
Civilians Moving (the remainder)
Civilian Positions Available

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED

Early Retirement 10.00%
Regular Retirement 5.00%
Civilian Turnover 15.00%
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+

Priority Placement# 60.00%

Civilians Available to Move
Civilians Moving
Civilian RIFs (the remainder)

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN
Civilians Moving
New Civilians Hired
Other Civilian Additions

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS#
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES

1996

o000 o00

[oReNoRoleloleNNo)

[~NeNaNa)

oooo

1997

18

—d
NN -, W -

— .
O ~NN© [oNoNeNoNoNoloNeN-)

NO N

1998
163
16

8

24
10
105
68

163
115
48
0

44
27
166
48

1899 2000 2001

0

[~R-N-NaoNoNoNoN-1N-] 0O0O0000

(=R =N

QoOoo

0

[=R-ReNoloNoN-N-Na) [ X-N-Ne-NoNo]

oaooo

oooo

COoOO0OO0ODODO0O0OOD D

oOooo

[~NoNeNa)

coococooo

182
127
55
0

46
28
166
55

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civilians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from

base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station.

of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%

The rate



Oepartment
Option Package
Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

ONE-TIME COSTS
----- ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
O8M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIV MOVING
Per Diem
POV Mi les
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Yehicles
Driving
Unemp loyment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
HHG
Misc
QOTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

: Air Force
: Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL 10901.CBR
C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

1996

1,041

0 -

0

[~ ~]

COoO0O0O0000

ocoooo

983
1,848
0

2,925

coOoo

(o]

182
387

737
1.848

2,125

421
319
2,759
503

o

Loooo

19,06

1998

4]
0
0
491

© 185

261

797

231
2,390
558

132
13
603
196
84

553
1,904

1988

[=N=Na=]

co0oo ocooo [=RololeNoNaN-N.] oo

o oOooooo

Ooococo

2000

[= >N ]

ocooo (== Nella) [ R =N N] =N =NoNoNoNeNoNa] oo

o

oOo0ooo

2001

cOoQo o000 [~ N =N -] [=R-Nai~NoNoN-Nal (=N =] [=J =]

Q

oooocoo

§09
183

298

1,837

2,390
622

314
- 401
603
196
88

2,273
5,601

5,050
503
394

4,187
794

12,827

coo

65,900
116,370



Department

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M
RPMA
B80S
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER ’

T T"Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COST

ONE-TIME SAVES

CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
O8M

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off salary
Enl Salary
House Al low
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

: Air Force
Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT \MAL10901.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \F INAL . SFF

Malmstrom Commission

1986 1997
0 0

0 0

0 1.349

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 3,559
2,000 2,000
o 0

0 0
2,000 6,908
59,697 25,977
1996 ’ 1997
0 1,942

0 0

0 0

0 1,128

0 0

0 0

0 0

0 3.07
1996 1997
1,105 3,318
333 1.014
0 0

0 0

i} 0

0 0

0

0 0

0 3,912

0 0

Q 0

Q 0

0 Q
1.438 8,243
1,438 11.314

1998

0

22
1.848

ooQo

653

WwWooo

1988

5,561

1,742
6,639

6,460
6,333
35,624
3,912
0

0
4,000
0
70,27

70,924

1999

22
1,848

oooo

(=]

[sNeNale)

1999

6,700

2,157
10,470
0
12,820
0

12,665
71,248
3.912

0

0

4,000
0
124,072

124,072

2000

22
1,848

oooo

o

[=N=Nale)

2000

6,700

2,157
10,470

12,920

12,665
71,248
3.912

0

0
4,000
0
124,072

124,072

2001

22
1,848

oooo

o

(=R ealele]

2001

6.700

2,157
10,470

12,920

12,665
71,248
3,912

0

0
4,000
0
124,072

124,072

16,000
0
452,169

455,893

4,000
0
124,072

124,072



Department
Option Package
Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

ONE-TIME NET
..... ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
0&M
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Oother
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage

1-Time Other

Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET
..... ($K)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

8OS

Unique Operat
Caretaker

Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

: Air Force
: Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

1996

1,041
0

0
0
5,756

o

(=N ==}

50,900
o
57.697

1896

-1.105

-333

coooo

[N =]

0
2,000

561

58,259

1997

7,427
0

26
957
4,714

2,874

2,000

-1,335

14,663

1998

1988

-5,561

-1,720
-4,791
0
0
-6,460
0

-41,957
1.404

0
3.000
-4,000
0
-60,084

-21,133

1999

0oo0o [= N~

[=)

oocoooo o

1999

-6,700

-2,135
-8,622
0

0
-12,820
0

-83,913
1,404

0

3,000
-4,000

0
-113,885

-113,885

2000

[=R=N -] [~ N =]

o

CooaQoo

2000

-6,700

-2,135
-8,622
0

0
-12,920
0

-83.913
1,404

0

3,000
-4,000

0
-113.885

-113,885

2001

0o

o

[oN =Nl eR-N-]

2001

-6,700

-2,135
-8,622
0

0
-12,920
o

-83,913
1,404

0

3,000
-4,000

0
-113,885

-113,885

702
7,639
13,012
16,924

0
0

0
65,900
0

112,646

-293,696
5,264

g
16,000
-16,000
0
-402,514

-289,868

* m——



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1895

Department : Air Force
Option Package
Scenario File

Std Fectrs File :

: Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

Personnel

Base Change %Change
MALMSTROM -3,726  -100%
BASE X 679 4%
MACDILL 738 23%

RPMA($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per
MALMSTROM -2,157,000 -100% 879
BASE X 0 o% 0
MACDILL 22,124 1% 30

RPMABOS($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per
MALMSTROM -12,627,205 -103% 3,389
BASE X 499,264 2% 862
MACDILL 1,371,027 10% 1,858

SF
Change %Change Chg/Per

-4,481,000 -100% 1,203

0 o% 0
39,900 1% 54
BOS($)

Change %Change Chg/Per
-10,470,205 -100% 2,810
499,264 2% 862
1,348,903 12% 1,828



Data As

Department
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File :

Net Change($K)
RPMA Change
B80S Change
Housing Change

RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

: Air Force
: Malmstrom Commission
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT \MAL10801.CBR

C:\COBRA\REPORT95 \RECOMEND \F INAL . SFF

1996

-333

1997
-1,014
1,348
-3,316

1998 1999
-1,720 -2,135
-4,791 -8,622
-5,561 -6,700

2000
-2,135
-8,622
-6,700

2001
-2,135
-8,622
-6,700

Total Beyond

-29,308 -8,622
-30,083 -6,700

TOTAL CHANGES

-2,982

-12,072 -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

Scenario File

: Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10S01.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION

Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown:

Base Name

MALMSTROM, MT
BASE X
MACDILL, FL

Summary:

THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
COMMISSION. IT DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION )

Strategy:

Closes in FY 1998
Realignment
Realignment

Close Malmstrom AFB. In addition to BOS savings, this COBRA takes a
savings for missile Wing/Group overhead and missile security like the
Air Force recommendation COBRA for Grand Forks AFB.

(See final paﬁe for Explanatory Notes)

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base:

MALMSTROM, MT
MALMSTROM, MT

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from MALMSTROM, MT to BASE X

Officer Positions:
Enlisted Positions:
Civilian Positions:
Student Positions:
Missn Eqpt (tons):

Suppt Eqpt (toms):
Military Light Vehicles:
Heavy/Special Vehicles:

Transfers from MALMSTROM, MT to MACDILL, FL

Officer Positions:
Enlisted Positions:
Civilian Positions:
Student Positions:
Missn Eqpt (tons):

Suppt Eqpt (tons):
Military Light Vehicles:
Heavy/Special Vehicles:

1896

oo ooo©

1996

[~ NeleNoNoloeNol ol

To Base:

BASE X
MACDILL, FL

1997

(e R=RaolaoleBoRola)

1997
105
614

19
0
500
250
0

0

1998

1999

Qoocoooocoo

1999

[oNelalalelololal

Yehicles moved to Base X

2000

[sReNaoNoloNoN-N-]

2000

[=N~oNolololola)

All costs and savings
associated with the Air Force operating MacDill AFB remain as the
original Air Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation.

Distance:

1,000 mi
2,469 mi

2001

OCoocooooO

2001

cocoooo



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1985, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

: Air Force
Malmstrom Commission

Department
Option Package :
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\MAL10801.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: MALMSTROM, MT

Total Officer Employees: 613

Total Enlisted Employees: 3,578

Total Student Employees: 0

Total Civilian Employees: 431

Mil Families Living On Base: 31.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0%
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0

Total Base Facilities(KSF): 4,481

Officer VHA ($/Month): 0

Enlisted VHA ($/Month): ) 0

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): I 4 4

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07

Name: BASE X

Total Officer Employees: 736

Total Enlisted Employees: 3,263
Total Student Employees: 0

Totat Civilian Employees: 11,455

Mil Families Living On Base: 54.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0%
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0

Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0

Total Base Facilities(KSF): 13.709

officer YHA ($/Month): 66

Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 50

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 69

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07

Name: MACDILL, FL

Total Officer Employees: 516

Totat Enlisted Employees: 1,911

Total Student Employees: [¢]

Total Civilian Employees: 841

Mil Families Living On Base: 20.0%
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 6.0%
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 4,658
officer VHA ($/Month): 194
Enlisted YHA ($/Month): 137
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 83
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.07

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll (SK/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area’ Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

2,157
796
12,182

6,700
1.16

0
20.9%
AF053

No

No

6.147
3,887
21,001

+ 6.225

1.00

20.9%
AFX

Yes
No

2,778
1,198
10,408

6,132
0.80
20.9%

AF084

No
No



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

Oepartment

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

: Air Force

: Malmstrom Commission

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10801.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \F INAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: MALMSTROM, MT

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

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: .

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: BASE X

1-Time Unique Cost ($K):
1-Time Unique Save ($K):
_1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (3K):
Construction Schedule(%):

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr:

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

Name: MACDILL, FL

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

Shutdown Schedule (%):

MilCon Cost Avoidnc($K):
Fam Housing Avoidnc($K):
Procurement Avoidnc($K):

CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr:

CHAMPUS Qut-Patients/Yr:

Facil ShutDown(KSF):

1996

50,900
0

2,925
0
0
2,000
0

OCOO0ODOO0COOOOO

10%
100%

Qoo C

1996

0

1
10

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

0 15,000 o 0 0

0 0 0 Q 0
2,125 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 - 0 0 4] 0
2,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3.000
v} 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0
c 0 ] 0 o
(174 o% 0% 0% 0%
33% 34% 0% 0% 0%
1,942 0 4] 4] 0
0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 (1] 0 [¢]
-0 .0 .0 0 4]
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 100.0%

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 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 0 0

4} 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1997 1998 1998 2000 2001
0 0 0 0 o]

0 0 0 ] 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 o} ] (] 0

0 0 0 0 0

0 0 [ 0 0

V] 0 ] 0 0

0 4,000 4,000 4,000 4,000

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

o] [¢] 0 o] 0

0 0 0 0 0
Perc Family Housing ShutDawn: 0.0%

(See final page for Explanatory Notes)




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/18/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Malmstrom Commission
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL 10901, CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \F INAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: MALMSTROM, MT
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Off Force Struc Change: -90 -94 -91 1] 0 0
Enl Force Struc Change: -204 -221 -224 [ 0 0
Civ Force Struc Change: 62 -28 -6 0 0 0
Stu Force Struc Change: 1] Q 4] [} 0 0
off Scenario Change: 0 0 - -161 0 0 |
Enl Scenario Change: 0 o -1,971 0 4] 0
Civ Scenario Change: 0 o] =277 0 0 0
Off Change(No Sal Save): [4] Y 4} 0 0 0
Ent Change(No Sal Save): 0 o] 0 ¢} 0 0
Civ Change(No Sal Save): 0 0 0 0 [ 0
-- —- Caretakers - Military: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Caretakers - Civilian: o 0 0 0 0 0

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY CONSTRUCTION INFORMATION

Name: MACDILL, FL
Description Categ New Mi lCon Rehab MilCon Total Cost($K)
Pavements OTHER 0 0 1,550
Maint OTHER 23,400 0 4,000
Flt Sim OTHER 16,500 0 3,130
Bos OTHER 4] 0 870
P&D OTHER 0] 0 860
STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL
Percent Officers Married: 76.80% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90X Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78,668.00 Civitian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00
off BAQ with Dependents($): 7,073.00 Civilian New Hire Cost($): 0.00
Enlisted Salary($/Year): 36,148.00 Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Enl BAG with Dependents($): 5,162.00 Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Avg Unemplay Cost($/Week): 174.00 Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
Unemp loyment Eligibility(Weeks): 18 Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00 Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00
Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00%. HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Home Yalue Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
SF File Desc: Final Factors RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%
STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES
RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54 Info Management Account: 0.00%
(Indices are used as exponents) MilCon Design Rate: 0.00%
Program Management Factor: 10.00% MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 Discount Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Avg Family Guarters(SF): 1.320.00 Inflation Rate for NPY.RPT/ROI: 0.00%
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:
1896: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00%




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page §

Data As Of 03:45 04/06/1995, Report Created 12:32 04/19/1995

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Malmstrom Commission
Scenario File

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\MAL10901.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND \FINAL .SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(lb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00
Alr Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20

Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton):
Mil Light Vehicle($/Mile):
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile):

POV Reimbursement($/Mile):

Avg Mil Tour Length (Years):
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour):
One-Time Off PCS Cost($):
One-Time Enl PCS Cost($):

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category UM $/uM
Horizontal (SY) 0
Waterfront {LF) 0
Air Operations (SF) 0
Operational (SF) 0
Administrative (SF) o
School Buildings (SF) o]
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0
Family Quarters (EA) 0
Covered Storage {SF) 0
Dining Facilities (SF) 0
Recreation Facilities (SF) 0
Communications Facil (SF) c
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 4]
RDT & E Facilities (SF) o
POL Storage (BL) 0
Ammunition Storage {SF) 0
Medical Facilities {SF) 0
Environmental { ) 0

EXPLANATORY NOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE)

Note:

Category
other
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional
Optional

Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category
Category

1. Assumes Malmstrom closing and Grand Forks retained

2. Base Closes FY 96-98

VOVOZETrXA~IOTNMMOOD®

ettt talatateiatalalalal s Yo Y. Y ury

[7]
-

Tt et Nttt e N St N Vel N Nnet g it ot St ot ot ot

3. Closure determines force structure-- 450 Minuteman 1IIs at three

bases (150,150,150)

R Iou

284.00
0.43
1.40
0.18
4.10

6,437.00
9,142.00
5,761.00

$/UM

oo

[~ =N-NojcloNoNaoRoNoNoNotoloNNa]

4. 1f Malmstrom closes and NMD is deployed in Minuteman silos at Grand

Forks, the force would go below 450.

5. Movement of 80 missiles from Malmstrom

6. Minuteman Squadrons Program Element costs included fuel storage tanks,

diesel generators, missile move, and REACT.

in the START program element.

Silo destruction would be
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1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209 é/

703-696-0504
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
Apnl 6, 1995 AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay D. Blume, Jr. (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff

for Base Realignment and Transition
Headquarters USAF I R S R TR
1670 Air Force Pentagon P TR
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670

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, _
Malmstrom 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 III 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.

¢. Complete closure of F.E. Warren AFB using same assumptions as were used in recent
Commission request to completely close Malmstrom 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.

Francis 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 7, 1995 COMMISSIONERS:
AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET)

Ma-]or General Ja-‘ Blu'rne MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)

Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENDI LOUISE STEELE
for Base Realignment and Transition
Headquarters USAF é (Q
1670 Air Force Pentagon
Washington, D.C. 20330-1670 750907- /¢

Dear General Blume:

I'am forwarding a letter with attachments that addresses issues concerning Newar! Air
Force Base, the home of the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center. This package was sent
to us by Senator John Glenn of Ohio.

In order to assist the Commission in its review of this issue, I woul< appreciate vour
written comments on this package nc iater than April 20, 1995. Thank you for your assistancs in
this matter. ,

\;v
Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.
Air Force Team Leader



JOHN GLENN
o0 o GOVERNMENTAL AFFARS

* ARMED SERVICES
o SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELUGENCE

Hnited SIS DMAL v commermrovsome

WASHINGTON, DC 20510~-3501
March 30, 1985

Fioass rassr o ihis PUATDEE Ou-\2
The Honcrable Alan J. Dixon mrar&msxﬁgjaéLSE_L e

Chairman
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission

1700 North Moore Street

Suite 1425
Arlington, VA 222089

Dear Mr. (é-&‘n: —

In March 1993, the Air Force 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 performs
Air Force metrology and calibration and operates the Air Force

Measurement Standards Laboratory.

In its recommendation to close Newark, the Air Force
indicated that "some workload will move to other depot
maintenance activities including the private sector®" but
anticipated "that most will be privatized in place." (Defense
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 1993 Report to the
President, page 1-82).

THE ORIGINAL JUSTIFICATION AND COMMISSION REVIEW: Citing
its excess depot capacity, the Air Force justified its
recommendation stating only that when applying the eight criteria
in the depot subcategory, "Newark AFB ranked low in comparison to
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 tase in any
respect." (1993 Report to the President).

Closure was viewed as "consistent with 0SD guidance to
reduce excess depot capacity, economize dspot management, and
increase competition and privatization in DoD." (1993 Report to

the President). Closure of Newark was estimated to reduce excess
depot capacity by 1.7 million "direct product actual hours."
(1993 Report to the President). Purther, because Newark is “a

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, 1985
Page Two

The Air Force 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 structure plan and final criteria® and approved
.the recommendation. (1993 Report to the President). The
Commission specifically rejected the community's arguments that
the workload at Newark is unique and instead stated that
*contractor facilities presently have the repair capability and
have been doing it for years." (1993 Report to the President).
The Commission also determined that Newark had not been penalized
because it did not have a runway.

At the time of the recommendation, GAO ccncluded 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.

GAO'S NEW INPORHATION AND RECOMMENDATION: GAO has since
-~ conducted another review of the closure recommendation, a copy of
which is attached. GAO determined in that report that the

closure and prlvatlzatlon'aecisxons should be reconsidered. I

nocte 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 GAQO'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 compelling
reasons -- to recommend that DOD revisit
prior decisions of the Base Realignment and
Closure Commission. 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 19895 process, both DOD's 1963
recommendation to 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, 1985
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EXCESS DEPOT CAPACITY: Contrary to the Air Porce'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 Porce's "Fact Paper on The GAO and Newark AFB," 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 place] at AGMC, the AF will
reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours." (Air
Force Fact Paper, page 2, emphasis in original).

At the same time that the Air Force dismisses elimination of
excess depot capacity as the motivation for closing Newark, the
Air Force recognizes that privatization may not work and that it
may be forced to move Newark's workload to other Air Logistics
Centers, a pPlan the Air Force now refers to as "Plan B."

The Air Force 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 place].
(Air Force Fact Paper, page 2). I, myself, have seen Air Force
documents stating that when this option was reviewed in
preparation for the 1993 round of base closures the Air Force
estimated that it would cost $267 million to move the worklocad to
other depots, i.e. $267 million just to replicate the facilities
at Newark.

More recent Air Force estimates place Plan B's 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 Porce or otherwise, and would simply ask the
American taxpayer to pay hundreds of millions of dollars for
something they already own. (See attached "Plan B" charts).

100% CORE WORKLOAD: GAO further found that 100% of the
workload at Newark is considered to be "core™ Air Force wecrkload,
which suggests the base has significant military value, the
primary criteria for evaluating whether to clcse 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. This ability to guarantee
delivery of flexible and responsive industrial support represents
the essence of DoD's depot maintenance mission.® A copy of this
guidance is attached.




The Honorable Alan J. Dixon
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The Air Force Fact Paper admits that Newark's workload is
100% core but makes no attempt to address the inconsistency
presented in recommending that the workload at the only Air Force
depot that is 100% core should be privatized.

PRIVATIZATION WILL NOT SAVE MONEY: GAO also found that the
closure does not make sense from an economic standpoint. The one
time closure costs have doubled in one year from $31 million to
$62.2 million. This figqure does not take into account non-BRAC
funded costs such as $4.86 million for interim health care
benefits for separated government employees and other costs like

the potential costs associated with purchasing proprietary data.
In part because the Air Force has failed to consider these costs,
GAO found that the projected annual savings are unlikely to

occur.

On this poinc,‘the Air Force admits that the closure costs
have doubled because "transition and recurring costs are
currently unknown." (Air Force Fact Paper, page 1, emphasis
added) . :

GAO further indicates that projected increased costs for

contractor operation of Newark were confirmed by an "Air Porce
"Acquisition Strate Panel" and that over the 5 vear period -
between 1995 and 2000 the Air Force will pay s45§ mii.ion more
than the estimated costs of government operations over the same
time period. T

An Air Porce Space Command message to Air Force Materiel
Command, a copy of which is attached, confirms that Space

nd, just one of Newark's customers, expects to experience a
$50-60 million annual runding shortfail under privatization in
Diace. *TEE‘mEEEETEEETBT_EHT%-EESEEEed increase TS revealed when
you consider that the value of all the worklocad at Newark is only
approximately $80-90 million per year.

The Air Force Fact Paper, ostensibly intended to rebut the
GAO report, does not even address this central GAO concern that
the cost of the werk currently performed at Newark 1is expected to
rise pv nearlv a half a billion dollars over the next five years
as a consequence of privatization in place.

Instead, the Air Force concludes, notwithstanding the input
cited above from the Space Command, that "there is not enough
hard data at this time to conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go."
(Air Porce Fact Paper, page 3, emphasis in original).
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GAO identified another cost that could further "greatly"
increase the cost of privatization. The Air 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
GAO's report, but instead maintains only that privatization in
place "may provide the greatest potential savings with least
impact on mission support.®

As I expressed to Deput utch, the Air
Force's attitu seems to be "we' i tq chan the
origi rivatization decision, no matter what,"™ i.e.,

regardless of the increasing cost estimates and GAO's analysis of
the situation.

- It appears that the Air Force was simply trying to mark a
base off of its rolls. In my view, the operative esti
shouldn't be whether the Air Force closed a base or a depot.
Rather, it should be whether the closure in the end is going to

save the ayer money. The decision in this case actually
COSCS the taxpayer more money.
U

The reason why it is so important for the Commission to
revisit the 1993 closure decision is because by law the base must
close. 1In 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
allowed to occur. A reversal by the Commission of the 1993
decision is the only way to avoid them.

In summary, the Commission 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. Finally, I point out again that this is
the only time GAO has felt compelled to recommend revisiting a
closTredecisTon
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Alan, I believe I am right on this issue. Please review
this closely and see if you don't agree.
Best regards.

Sincerely,

John Glenn
‘United States Senator

JHG/sm

Enclosufes: 1) Excerpt 1993 BRAC Report to the President
2) GAO Report
3) Air Force Fact Paper
4) "Plan B" Charts
5) DoD Guidance on Core Workload

6) Space Command Message

Jat —
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Chapter 1

development that would otherwise be eligible
for federal financial assistance to serve the needs
ot civil aviation at the recewving location), envi-
ronmental impact analyses, moving, and any
addec costs of environmental cleanup resulting
from higher standards or a faster schedule than
DoD would be obliged 0 meet if the base did
not close. without any cost whatsoever to the
federal government, and further provided that
the closure/reaiignment must degin dv july 1995
and 2e completed by july 1998. Chicage would
2iso nave to fund the cost of relocating the Army
Reserve activuty, or ieave it in piace. Uf these
cencirons are not me:, the umits snould remain
at O'Hare [ntemnational Airport. The Commus-
sion finds this recommendation 1s consistent with
tqe force-structure pian and final critena.

Other Air Force Bases

Gentle Air Force Station
Dayton, Ohio

Category: Air Force Stanion _

Mission: Principal and nost organization is the
Defense Zlectromics Supply Center. [n addition
there are over 20 tenant activities.

Cne-Time Cose: N/A

Savings: 1994-99: N/A
Annual: N/A

Paybach: N/A

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

None. The Commission added this military
instailation to the list of installations recom-
mended for ciosure or realignment.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The communitv was primarily interesied in
retaiming the Delense Elecironics Supply
Center (DESC) as the host on Genule AFS. It
argued xeesing DESC at Gentile ATS was more
cost effeciive than relocating the mission to
Columbus. Ohio, as recommended by DoD.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

“he Commission found closing the Defense
ciectronics Supply Center and relocaung it at
:ne Delense Construciion Suppiy Center, along

with most of the other Gentile Air Force Station
tenants, streamlined operations and cut cost.
However, the Defense Switctung Network will
remain as the sole tenant of Gentile Air Force
Station, with the pessibility of being phased out
within three 0 four vears. The Commission did
not ascertain costs associated with closure of
Gentile AFS. The ciosure would be relatively
inexpensive because Gentile is 2 small installa-
uon. owned Dy the Air Force {Wright Patterson
AF3), whica would be vacant except for the
autornatic switciing center.

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds the Secretary of Defense
deviated supstanuaily irom final critenion 1.
Therefore, the Commission recommends the
following: close Gentile Air Force Station,
Davton. Ohio. except for space required to
operate tne Deiense Switching Nerwork. The
Commission finds this recommendation is
consistent with the force-siructure pian and

final chiteria.
Air Force Depots

Newark Air Force Base, Ohio

Category: Depot

Mission: Aerospace Guidance and
Metrology Center

One-time Zost: 5 31.3 million

Savings: 1994-99: S-17.1 miilior {cost)
Annual: § 3.8 million

Payback: 8 years

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
RECOMMENDATION

Newark AF3, Ohlo, is recommended {cr closure.
The Aerospace Guicance :nc Me:rology Ceater
{(AGMC} cepot wrll be clesed: some workicac
wzil move ¢ other depot maintenance activiues
inciuding the private secier. We anticipate that
mos: wiil de privatized :n piace.

SECRETARY OF DEFENSE JUSTIFICATION

Due to significant reductions in jorce structure.
the Air Torce has an excess depot maintenance
capacity of at least 8.7 mullion Direct Procuc:
Actuai Heurs (DPAH). When all eight critena

1-81



Chapter |

are applied to the bases in the depot subcat-
egorv, Newark AFB ranked low in companson
r0 the other wc depot bases. The lonc’-uerm
military value of the base is low because it does
a0t have an airfieid and it is not a traditional
Alr Force pase 1n anv respect. {nstead. it is a
stanc-alone, highly technical, industnai plant
:'nat ‘s operated predomnantly by a civilian work
force. As a result. it is conducive 1o conversion
10 the pnivate sector. Tne closure of Newark
ATB will reduce the Air Force excess depot
capacity oy 1.7 million DPAH and is consistent
with OSD guidance 10 reduce 2xcess sapacuv.
22onormize GEPOC management. ang ingragse
fompeunicn and privauzauon in DoD.

All six Air Force depots were considered ior
closure 2qually in a process :hat conformec o
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act
of 1390 (Puohc Law 101-510). 5anenced and
Office of :he Secretary of Defense (OSD) guid-
ance. Zach base hosung an Air Force depot was
2vajuated against the erght DoD seiecuon crite-
maand a .a:ge number cf sudelements specific
10 Aur rorce tases. depots. and mussions. Exiea-

sive data, gathered to support the evaluation of

these bases under each critenon, was reviewed
by the Base Closure Execuuve Group (Execu-

tive Group). The Executive Group is a group of

seven general officers and six Senior Execunve
Service career civilians appointed by the >e~"-
larv of the Air Torce (SECAF). SECAT made :ne
decision 10 close Newark AFB with the advice
of the Air Force Chief of Staif and in consuita-
tion with the Zxecunve Group.

COMMUNITY CONCERNS

The communuy argued the facilities ar Newark
AF3 ware unigue, anc replicaton of the work-

loac zisewhers was not cosi-effecuve. The com-
Tunuey delieved the [aciiity was the singi
for rezair of sirategic-mussile zwicance svst
anc cemtain aireralt inertial navigation svsizms
and. therziore, should remain open. The zom-
Tunuty aiso maintainec the sewstuc stadility of
:he facility was znucai te both repalr funcuens,
and Newzrk AFB was the cni}: center avaiiadie
0 mee! these reguiremen

Additionally, the community believed privati-
zauon couid not de accomplished without
significant cost to the USAF, and was rot eco-
normcallv easibie. The community also pelieved
the base was unfairly penalized for absence of 2
runway. Community oificials argued a runway
was nct needed for the Aerospace Guidance and
Mezroiogy Center mission: in fact, it would ;eop-
ardize seismic swability. Addinenally, cross-
ualizauion 5 personne! capabie of repairing
dotn inerua:-navigation and inerual-guidance
SYSieTs was crucal cunng cnises as proven during
ine dase's support of Operauon esert Stueid/
Cesert Storm. The sommunuy aiso argued it
was inconsisient to rewain Minuteman {1 bases.
ver privaule ine oniv guicance svsiem repair
capadility or tnis weapon svsiem.

COMMISSION FINDINGS

e Commussion found the worklead at Newark
‘3 is not urigue. Contractor faciiities pres-
entiy Qave the repair capability ané have peen
.Lcng 't lor vears. The workioad zan etther e

ntracted ou: 10 one or more of several zxisi-
ino manuiaciurers or privatized in place. It
appears industry interest in privatization in
piace :s iimited. Thus, if privatization is not a
viabie opuon, the Air Force can contract the
required workioad incrementally as the work-
ioad at Newark deciines. Additicnally, in
TeSDOMSe 10 INe COMTIURILY'S quesiion regard-
ing Deing penaiized for lack of a runway, the
ommission found Newark AFB did not receive
a negauve ratng for lack of a runway, thus there
Wwas 10 negative impact to the base’s overall
periormance rating.

,»

J

COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

The Commission finds he Secretarr of Delense
cic not e"‘a:e =_:s:.“.nal'-v Tom the lorce-
stmacture Dian and o ..L.-x cnieria. Thereicre, the
Commission Tecommencds :he foilowing: .\'ewa‘.-.
AF3. Chio s rzccmmencea for closure. The
‘e:ﬂsaace Guidance and Meirsicgy Cente
GMC} desot will be zlosed: some 'von\.oac
wiil meove 1o other depot maintenance acuviues

1'1C."”11".E ne Srivare seclor.



United States General Accounting Office

. O ' Rsport to Congressional Requesters »

Dec ;-199_4 AEROSFACZ GUIDANCE/METROLOGY CENTER:

Cost Growrth and Other Facctors
Affect Closure 3nd Privatization

Priuted copies of this document will be available shortly.
diﬁ?ﬁgtﬂnﬁggzsﬁ“‘ GAQ Form 171 (12/87)

I=geXx 202 S12 8788 12~16-94 10:2SAM PO02 =243




GAO

United States
General Accounting Office

Nxtional Security and
I Sonal Affairs Divisi
B-259135

December 8, 1994

The EHonorable Eaxl Hutid
Chaimman

The Honcrable John R. Kasich
Ranking Minoxity Member
Scbhcommittee on Readiness.
Committee on A-med Services
Bouse of Representatives

At your reguest, we reviewed selected issues related tc the

- implementation of maintenance depot clasures and

=ealignments resulting from prior Defanse Base (Closwre and
Realignment Commis=sion (BRAC) decisions (see app.I Loz
issues being reviewed). The Aerospace Guidance and
Metrology Center (AGMC) at Newark Air Force Base (AF3),
Ohio, is ome oI the activities being covered by thisg
review,> Unlike other depot closures, the Newark AFS/AGMC
implementation plzn provides for continuiag to perform the
same  missions at this facility after closure——largely as a
privatized operation, although the Air Force would retain
ownership of mission-~related equipment valved at about
$326 million.

Recently we briefed ycur office on (1) the cost and saviags
issue related to the Newark AFB/AGMC facility closure and
Privatization and {(2) other closure and privatization
issues. As you asked, we are providing this report on the
areas discussed at that briafing and will report later on
findings related to the closure of all maintenance depots.

BACXERCURD

The sole puzpose of Newazk AFS is +o house and suppcrt the -
lazge indcstsial complex comprising the AGMC. Suppcerting

“rhe following maintenance depots have been idaectified for
closure: Lexington/Bluegrass A-xy Depot, SacTamento Army
Depot, Tooele Axrmy Depoti, Pensacola Naval Aviatlon Depot,
Alameda Navel Aviation Depot, Norfolk ENaval Aviation Depot,
Philadelphia Naval Shipvard, Mare Island Naval Shipyard, and
Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Center.
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In its second Air Force mission, metrology and calibration,
AGMC performs overall technical direction and management of
the Air Force Metrology and Calibration program and operates
the Air Force Measurement Standards Laboratsry. About 200
perscmnel are involved in the metrology and calibration
mission--109 in generating technical orders, certification
of calidration egquipment, and management cperations and 89
in the standards laboratory. as the single manager £or the
Aix Force Metrology and Calibraticm Progxam, AGMC provides
all metTology engineering services for the Air Force. The
standaxds laboratory complex, cousisting of 47 latoratories,
serves as the primary labecratcocry for calirrating and
certifzying measurement standards msed worldwide in all A:ir
Forxce precision measurement equipment laboratories. In
f£iscal year 1994, the standards laboratory produced about
11,500 calibrzted items.

The Depactment of Defense (DOD) considered AGMC’s work
concucive to conversian to the private sector and
recommended closing Newark AFB/AGMC through privatization
and/or transfarring the worklcad to other depots. DOD
justified closure by (1) identifying at least 8.7 million
hcuss of excess Alr Force depot maintezance capacity, with
closure of AGMC expected to reduce this excess by :
1.7 million hours:;® and (2) applyving the eight base closure
criteria <o Air Force bases having depcts and ranking Newark

- AFB low relative to the others (see apr. II for base closure
criteria). DOD assigned a lcw military value to Newark AFB
.Primarily because it was a single mission kase with no
aixrfield. .

DOD estimated that implementing its recommendation on Newark
ArB/AQMC wonld cost $31.3 million, zesult in an annual .
savings of $3.8 million, and have an 8-year payback period
for closure and releocaticn expenses. In our report on the
base closure and realigmment recommendations and selection
process, we estimated that the Newark AFB/AGMC closure costs
would be $38.28 million, with a l3-year payback peziod.’?
BRAC determined that the A®IC workload could either be

*The '1.7 million hours come £rom historical figures for
direct product actual hours for the depot meintenance
Industrial fund activisy a2t AGMC. AGMC downsized in fiscal
years 1831 and 1993 to 2 1.0 million hour capacity based on
changes in the force st-ucture.

Militerv Bases: Analvsis of DOD‘s Recommendations and

Selection Process fcr Closure and Realicnments (GAO/NSIAD-

83-173, Apr. 15, 1953).

3
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contracted out or privatized-in-place at the same locatiocn,
although the Commissiorn noted that industry interest in
privatization-in-~place was limited. The Commission
rocommended closing Newark AFB/AGMC--noting that scme
workload will move to cther depot maintenance activities,
including the private sectcr. The President agreed with the
overall BRAC recommendations dealing with ma2intenance
depots, including the closure of AGMC. The Congress did not
challerge the cverall BRAC recommencdations. The Air Forc
has begun the implementaticn of the closure and
rivatization of Newark AFB/AGMC.

RESULTS IN BRIZT

The justificatlion of closing Newark AFS/AGMC is nct cleacx.
To date, the closuxre 0f Newark AFB/AGMC is the only depct
closure where almost a2ll of the work may be
privatized-in-place. As such, we believe it merits careful
consideration before imp’ementat*an proceeds. Thera are a
nember of issues associated with this privatization that are
barziers to its implementation. Also, some projected costs
are rising, while others are yet to be determined. One-time
closure costs have doubled in the past year and may still be
underestimated. As - a result, the payback period has
increased to at least 17 years and as moch as over 100
years-~-depending on the assumptions used. Moreover, .
projected costs of conducting post—pr;vat.zat.on operations
counld exceed the cost of currert Air Force cperaticns and
reduce or eliminate projected savings.

Other clecsure and g:iva:ization.matte:s create uncertaiaty
about the viebility of the Air Ferce’s planned action:

(1) the disposition of eguipment manufacturers’ proprietacy
data claims, which are a potential barrier to privatization
and could significantly increase closure costs and/or
post—closure cperation costs; (2) the failwre of the
clostre/privatization to reduce excess depet maiztenance
capacity ov the 1.7 million hours previously estimated;

{3) the incongruity cf privatizing worklcad that the Air
Force has defined as "core" capability tha< generally should
be retained in the DCD depot system; (4) the practicability _
or csst-eifectiveness of p::va:;z.nc parzs o the metrology
and calibration mission while retaining the management
functicn as a governmeat activity; and (5) the delay in
reaching agreement regarding the transfer of property and
.facilities to the local reuse ccmmissicn.
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AIR TORCE ION _OF af

Implemertation of the Newaxk AFS/AGMC closure through
privatization is still in the early pha=ses, with many :
detalls yet tc be worked out. In general, the Air Force has
developed a three-pronged approach to implementing BRAC's
decision. First, four systems, Iepresenting about 3 percent
of AGMC’s existing depot maintenance worklcad, will be
transferred to othex Air Force depots.! Second, ownershis
of the Newark AFB/AGMC property and facilitles will be
transferzed to a local reuse commission. The commissicn is
to lease space to one prime guidance system Tepair
contractor that will provide depot maintenance work, one
Prime metrology contractsr that will parfo=m calibratiens
and agthor calibraticn manuals, and the remafning organic
metrology program management contingent. While .
privatization-in-place is the goal, based on a strategy
option announced in the Commerce Business Daily, contraceors
may elect to move workload to other facilities.
Eypothetically, this option cculd result in all workload
moving to aother contractor locations--should the winning
contractor(s) demonstrate that moving worklcad to other
locaticps would provide the best value to the gevernment.
Third, the metrology and calibration mission will be
continued at AGMC, with some functions privatized and
another continmed as an Air Force activity reporting to AFMC
Feadguarters or opme of the ALCS.

The Air Force originally plamnned to privatize all activities
Telated to the metrology and calibration missicn, bu: it

ter determwined that the Aix» Force Metrology and
Calibration Program’s materiel group manager fuaction could
not be privatized lkecause it is a function considered to be
"inherertly goveromental." In performing this Sunction,
AGMC civilian and military employees provide policy and
direction for all precision measurement equipment

The Air Torce determined that relocation was practicable
and cost-effective for sextants, ARC~200 radies, clocks, and
scme test measurement and di2gnostic egquipment.

*0ffice of Management and Budget Policy Letzer 92-1,

Sept. 23, 1992, procvides that an inherently govermmental
function is "..,so ictimately related to the public interest
as To mandate pericrazzace by Goverament employees. These
functions lnclude thsse activities which reguire either the
exercise of discreticrn in applying Govermment authority or
the making of value judgements in makiag decisions for the
Governmert.” .

=]
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laborzatories Air Porce wide, inspect these laboratories for
ccmpliance with required policies and procedures, and
procure calibraticn standa=ds®® usaed ia calibration
laboratories.

Current plans for the metzolegy and calibration program
provide for (1) retaining abocut 130 gove*nment employvees to
provide the metrology and calibration management
functiop--with the Air Force leasing space at AGMC Zrom the
local rsuse commission and (2) ccatracting out the primary
standards labcratory and technical order preparation, which
will also remain at AGMC, with the coniTactor leasing space
from the reuse commissiorn.

The Air Feorce plans to retain ownership of mission-related
maintenance and metrology and calibratiorn equipment, which
will ke provided to the w_nn.ng contractor(s) as
govermment-furnished ecuipment. AGMC accountable records
indicate the value of the deaot maintenance equipment is
$297.5 million and the value of the metreclogy and
calibration equipment $28.5 million. Details such as the
cost of the lease arrangement, allocation of utility and
support costs between the Air Torce and coatractor(s), and
the detezmination of whether the goveraoment or the
contractor will be responsible for ma.qta;n;ng the equipment
are not yet knpown. . o

To manage the AGMC privatization, the Air Force established
a program managemeant ¢ffice at Hill AFB. This office is
responsible for ceveloping the statement of work, request
for proposal, acguisition plar, source selection plan, and
related documents. The awaxd is schedvled for September 28,
1995. Sevezzal key milestones leading up ¢o contract awazd
have slipped, compressing the schedule for the remaining
tasks in the pre-contract-awazd period. Air Torce officials
describe this schedule as optimistic. After contract award,
the Alr Force plans to initiate a phased process for
t—ansitioning individral maintenance workloeds to the
contracter. Air Force cfficials stated _hat this 12-merth
transition period reduces the Tisk of interrupting ongoing
opexations and allows the contractor(s) an oupo rtunity to
bruild wp an infzastsucture and tTzined workforce. Eowever,
according to the procra2m management cffice, a "tzrn-key"
transition where the contractor becomes fully respcnsidle
for the AGMC worklsad at cope poiat in time is the preferred
stTategy of the AIC system managers and may be adopted.

orhe acguigition cost of this eguipment is about $10 million
per yeac.

6
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ANALYSIS OF COST AND SAVINGS RAISES CCONCERNS

Our wozk has identified several concaerns regarding the cost,
savings, and payback period for the Air Force's
implementation of the AGMC BRAC decision. These include
concerns that (1) the projected cost of closing AGMC has
doubled and may increase fnrther; (2) the $3.8 millicn
anncal savings projected to result from AGMC’s closure is
not likely to be realized because of poteatially higher
cogts for contract administration, contractor profit,
pessible recurring proprietary data costs, and other factors
that have nct beex considered in the cost computation; and
(3) the payback pexiod could be extencded ts over 100 years
or never, depending upon the Alr Force’s ability to centain
one-time closure costs and recurring costs of performing the
AMC misgion after privatization.

Recognizing that projected closure costs have increased, in
Angust 19S4, the Air Torce base closuze group validated a
Newark AFB/AGMC closure budget of $62.2 million.* Thisg
amount is $30.9 million more than the criginal projection of
$31.3 million. BAlmost all of the increase is atiridutable
to the estimated $30.5 millicn tzansition cost to coavert
from Air Force to contractor operation. According to Aix
Force officials, the original cost estimete only included
costs associated with transferring and separating persocanel
undex the base closure process and for transferr-ing a
limited amount of workload to other Air Force depots. They
noted that DOD has no pricr experience with privatizing a
large, complex depot maintenance facility. additiecnmally,
Since the development of the closure and privatization
option for AGMC was done qQuickly, the time awvailable +o
identify all the factors and costs associated with this
option at the time of the 1993 'BRAC was limited.

“The Alr Force considered 2 range cf closure costs from
$47 million to $76 million before validating the
$62.2 million estimate.

7
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We recomputed the payback period using DOD’s 1993 Cost of
Sase Realicnment Actions (COBRA) model.? We used the
estimated norrecurring costs valldated by the Air Force in
August 1994 (adjusted for inflation) and assmumed that
Pest-closure coperations would result in §$3.8 millicn annmal
savings as DCD originally projected in 1933. The model
indicated that, with these costs and assumptions, the
payback period would be ovar 100 years rather than B years
2s originally proiected by the Department. EHcwever, the DOD
approved discount rate used in the COBRA model has been
reduced Zxom 7 percent in the 1993 BRAC process to

2.75 percent in 15995.2 (onsequently, we adjusted the COERA
medel to the revised discount factor--helding 211 other
variables constant--aad found the revised payback period to
be 17 years. Achieving a l7-year payback is depencdert on no
further increase in cne-time closure costs and achieving the
23.8 million ansmal post-closure operational cost saviags
originally projected by the Depariment. Our work has
determined that neither cf these assumptions is likely
because of sigrificant cost unceztaintles.

While the Air Force has recognized tihat an estimated

$62.2 million will be required as BRAC funded costs of
closure, it also recognizes there will be additional
one—time closuve costs not funded by ZRAC. For example, an
estimated $4.86 million will de needed to cover ¢osts such

*DCD uses the COBRA model to estimate the returzn on
investnent c¢f its closure and realigrment cecisionms. The
st model consists of a set of formmizs or algorithms that
use standard factcrs and bese—specific data in its
calculaticns. Tach DAD component had its cwn set ol
standard cost factors derived frem readily available
information. Some factors are identical for each component
because they are mandated by regulation or law or prescribed

by policy.

“COBR2 algoxithms incorporate a discount zzie £o calculate
beth the number of years reguired to obtain a zetuza oz
investoect and a 20-vear net present value analysis. The
source c¢f identifying the appropriate discount rate lis
Cffice of Managemen:t and Bucdget Cirtular A-94, "Guidelines
and Disccocunt Rates for Berefit~Cost Aralysis cf Fedexal

- Programs.” In the 1993 BRAC, a discount rate of 7 pexrcent

was used, under the asscmption that COBRA analyses wexe
"base—-case” benefit-cost analyses as defined by the
Cizcmlar. DCD determined that the zpproved discount rate'
associated with "cost-effectiveness” analyses should e used
fcr thke 1995 BRAC.

8
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estimated $4.86 million will be needed to cover costs such
as interim health beneZits for pecsonnel separating from
government employment. Also, there will be envircnmental
cleanup costs of some undetermined amount. Thus far,

$3.62 million has been identified for eanvizommental cleanup.

As already incdicated, we have also ident:fied cther
Dotential closure costs that the Ai> Force has not iaclnded.
Opne is the cost to acquire the right to provide data some
equipment marufacturers consider proprietary to contractors
expecting to bid on the AGMC malatanance worklcad.
Proprietary =ights Involve the claim of ownezrship by
equipment manufacturers of some unigue information, such as
technical data, drawings, and ~epair processes, to protect
‘the manufactuarer’s maxket position by prohibiting disclosure
cutslde the governmernt. An Air Force official said cost
estimates were submitted by four eguipment manufactusers

laiming proprietary =ights, and these estimates were
“"absurdly high."” While we cannot identify what these
additional cne-time costs will be, any unidentified costs
push the payback period evez furthe=.

At the time AGMC was Identified for closure and
privatization, DOD estimated $68.09 million arnnual cost for
contractor operations and $71.84 million in net anrmal
savings in personnel and overhead costs--resulting in an
estimeted annnal savings of $3.8 million. Recusring costs
after AQMC clostre and privatization probably cannot be
determined with any degree of asstrance until after contract
negotliation and award. EHowever, same Air Force officials
have estimated that rather than achieviag savings, anaual
Tecurring costs could actually exceed current costs of
oreraticrns. For example, an Air Force Mzater:iel Command
(ATMC) memorandum noted that preveiling labor zates and
private sector charges Zor similar items™ suggest that it
wlll be difficult to keep the annual ccntract value the same
as the current annmal civilian salary--a key assmagticn in
achieving the originally pzojected $3.8 rillion annual
savings.

An AFMC anzlysis cdetermined that, assuming these ccsts are
ccmparable, additional costs for profit and ccatract

*Analysis by the transition program management office
determined that fcr 230 Air Force items currently Tepaired
at AGMC that also have repair history in the privete sector,
the contractor costs were gemerzlly 1.5 to 3 itimes highex
than the AGMC cost.

g
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$1-8 million. Additional costs fSor proprietary data and
taxes could increase the post-closure operation casts by
$3.8 million annually.

A Novembexr 1994 AFMC memorandum Informed system managers of
incressed funding zequirements for AGMC workloads to cover
articipated increases in costs of operation under
privatization-Iin-place. A December 1994 meeting of the
Acguisition Stratagy Panel confirmed the proiected
increzses. For ezample, the projected fiscal year 1297
costs after prlivatlization-in-place were about 107 percent
hicher than projected costs under governmert operaticn.
Additicmally, the projected costs of contractor opezations
for the S5-year period between fiscal vears 199€ and 2000
were estimated to be over $456 million mcre thapn previously
estimated costs of government operations cver that period.

OTEER CLOSURE AND PRIVATIZATION ISSUES

Other privatization issues relate to (1) proprietary data
claims, (2) the effect of the clesure on excess depot

intenance capacity, (3) the impact of privatiziag core
worklcad, (4) the segmentation of the metrology and
calibration mission, and (5) the transfer of AGMC property
ancd facilities to the local reuse commission.

Proprietarv Data Cleims

The proprietary rights to technical data is unresolved for
some workloads to be contracted oot and could greatly -
increase the costs of privatization. In this case, when
contractors have 2 legitimate claim of ownership, the

government cannot make this information available to other

brivate sector firms that compete £or the AGMC maintenance
wozkload. The amount of depot maintenance workload at AGNC
that involves proprietary data, the extent to which owne=-s
of proprietaxy richis are willing to sell these rights to
the government, or the potential cost of this acguisition
have not been detemmined. Air Force officials noted they
are Investicating possible metlods for the proscective
bidders to gain the necessary data rights as part of their i
proposal. Ecwever, proprietary data problems have already - -
centributad to the delay of several key program milestones,
inclading preparaticn of =he statement of work and
acgulsiticn and scurce selection plans, and are a poteantial
barrier to the AGMC privatiza+tion.
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Effect on Excess Capacity

The privatization of AGMC will not reduce excess capacity by
the 1.7 nillion hours previously estizated iZ
privatization-in-place 1s completed as currently planned.
Since many of the systems and components currently repaived
at AGMC are not repaired elsewheres, the AGMC depot
maintenance capability does nct generally duplicate repair
capability found elsewhere. Where daplicate capabilivy
exists, cansolidating like zepair workloads and eliminating
redundancies would be expected to generate economies and
efficiencies., Currently, it is plammed that 2lmost all the
AGMC capabllity will De retained in place for zse by private
contractors.: The Air Torce will retain ownership of dapot
plant equipment and the standards laborzatory eguipment,
which AGMC accountable records indicate are valned at about
$325 million. With this arrangement, it is diflicunlt to
understand bow DOD projects the elimination of 1.7 million
hours of excess capacity.

Brivatizarion of Core Workload

All of AGMC’s maintenance worklocad has been identified as
core work to be retained in govermment facilities. Since
1993, when the Aix Force recommended that AGMC be closed and
privatized, each of the services identified depot .
maintenance cagability for which it was considered essential
that this capability be retained as organic DOD
cazability-—referred to as core capebility.” According to
Qffice of the Secxetarxy ¢f Defense guidance, core exists to
minimize operational risks and to guarantee requized
readiness for critical weapon systems. The Alr Forxze
detezmined that 100 percent of the AGMC depot maintenance
workload is ccre. AQMC is the ‘only Air Force depot activity
having 211 its repair workload deiined as core--with other
depots’ core capebility ranging from 59 percent at
Sacramento ALC to 84 percent at Warner Robins ALC. An AFMC
memorancum noeted some inconsistency in planning to contract
out worklsoad defired as 100 percent core, while contizuinag
to support the need for retaining core capability in DOD

-

-

**Core is defined by DOD as the capability maintained within
organic Defense depcts Lo meet reacdiness and sustainabilicy
regquirements cf the weapon systems that suppert the Joint

' Chiefs of Stafs contingency scenario. Core depot

maintenance capebilities are lrntended to camcsrise only the
minimm facilities, eguipment and skilled pexscannel
necessary to ensure a ready and controlled scurce of
reguized technical competence.

i1
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facilities. However, the memorandum ncted that the inherent
risk of contracting out can de minimized if the workload is
retained at AGNC as a result of privatization-in-place. Alr
Force officials stated that retaining govermment ownership
of the mission—-related equipment at AGMC is essential to
controlling the risk of privatizing this cxitical core
workload.

Secmentatiocn of the Metzology and Calibration Mission

The current plan to retain part of the metralogy and
calibration mission to be perfommed by Air Force perscnnel
while sxrivatizing the standas-ds labecratoxry function may be
neither practicable nor ccst-effective. We found that the
standazds laboratory fancticn Is geperally the training
ground where Air Force civilian pec-scanel develop the skills
they need to perZorm the otier metrology and calibration
functions that will be contizued at AGMLC as & goverament
operation. We discussed this issue with persomnel fram both
the Army ancd the Navy who maintain similar organic
capabilities Lo support service metrvlogy and calibration
management functicns. They nocted that Irom thelr
perspective, contracting part of this work while meintaiping
mcst of it as a goverment activity would not be desizable.
Navy officials noted that 100 percent of their metrclogy and
calibration progzam managemefit personnel were formerly
employed in the primary standards ladboratory. Army and Navy
officials stated that the experience and training gained
from their prior work in- laborateories was essential to
pezfomance of program management respensibilitles.

We guestioned the viability ¢f having the Air Force )
terservice its metrology and caiibration activities to th
Ay and/or Navy, which have similar activities. Azay and
Navy officials said they believe it would be possible to
combine the Air Force petrolcogy and calibration function
with that o2 one or both of the other gervices. Air Force
officials said thev considered interservicing but deterained
that neither the 2wy nor the Navy facilities meet the
tolerances recuired for calibrating some Air Pcrce eguipment

Zol4

or have the cacacity to assume the Alx Force workload. Army.

and Navy officials stated that an existing memorandum of
agreement among the thrwee military departments provides that
if one of the primary standa=is labcrztories loses its
cagetility, the remeining labocratories world assist in
meeting calibration requiremernts. These cfflicials said they
balieve that interservicing or joint cperations should be
fuarther considered by the Alr Fo=ce. '

.2 3735 12-15-64 10.25AM
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zanafer of Propertv and Facilitles

Lo _Tocal Retse Commission

The AGMC privatization-in-place approach is based on
transferring ownership of the Newark AFB/AGMC property and
facilitles, which the Air Farce estimates to be worth abount
$331 million,* to the local reuse commission. To make “his
approach werk, the Ais Force must trans<€er ownership of the
prTperty and facilities at no cost cr less than fa‘> market
value, Whether this t-ansZer will +ake place Is unclear
Since (1) the fair mavket value has nct been determined and
(2) agreements as to the cost of the procpexty or means of
payment and as to whether the rense commission is willing to
assume responsibility for operatiag the property and
facilities have not been reached. fTo effect propercy
transfer at below estimsted fair market value, the Secretaxy
of the Air Force must explain the cost and aporove the
transfex. 2alr Porce cofficials noted that, pending results
of the exvirommental imgact analysis, they expect to convey
the property through an econamic development conveyance with
very favoratle terms to the local revse commission.

A leocal reuse commission ofZicial told us that umtil
recently the commission believed the Newark AFB/AGMC
properiy would be transferred to the commission at no cost.
The official noted that it is guesticnable whether the
commission will be interested in acquiriig the property
under other conditions.

RECOMMENDATION

DOD historically has enccuntered difficulties in trying to
close military bases. This makes us reluctant--absent vexy
compelling reasons--to recommesd that DOD revisit prior
decisions of the Base Realigrment and Closure Commissicn.
Zowever, we believe that the problems being faced in
implementing this decision are of suck an wnusgal nature to
warrant revisiting the planned closu=z and privatizaticn of
ARMC. Therefore, we recommend that the Seczetaries ¢f the
Aiz Force and Defense reevaluz=e, as a part of the ongoing
SBRAC 1955 process, -both DOD‘s 1983 recommendation to close

Brhis amount does not iInclude the value of the mission-
related depot plant eguipment and the standards laboratory

‘equimment, which will be retained as government-owned

equirment.
13
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Newark AFB/AGMC and the Air Force’s apprsach to implementing
the closure decision through privatization-in-place.

SCOPE _AND METHODQLOGT

Part of the work on this assignment resulted from ouxT
ongoing effort to review various depot maintenance issues,
including an analysis of the status of DOD’s efforts to
implement depot clogures resulting £rom prior ERAC
decisicns. We campleted work for this report in Novembexr
1894, We discussed a draft of this report with ageancy
officials and have included thelr comments where
appropriate. Our wocrk was perfarmed in accordance with
generally accepted govermment auditing standards. Our scope
and methodclogy are discussed in greater detall in
appendix I, _

Major contributers were Julia Demman, Assistant Director,
and I'rank Lawson.

D M. Eeivilin . .
Director, Defense Management
_and NASA Issues

202 512 8788 12=-16-94 10:26AM PO16 %43
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APPENDIX I AFPENDIX I
SCCPE_AND METHODOLOGY

You asked us to review hew the Department of Defernse (DOD) is
zanaging various issues related to the closure of depot maintenance
activities, inclading (1) the allocation of workload that 1is
currently heing performed at these activities, either to DOD _
activities or to the ccmmercial sector; (2} pclicies and procedures
for the disposition of equirment at these activities; (3) policies
and procedures to provide the existing woerkforce oppcrcunities for
exploymenxt; (4) the poteatial for conversion of these activities
iato commercial repair activities: and (5) an update of DCD’s
estimates for closure ccsts and savings as a result of impiementing
prior Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commlssion (SRAC)
decisions Zor depot closures.

We discussed the Newark Air Force Base clcsure and privatizaticn of
the Aerospace Guidance and Metrology Cerntex (AGMC) with Air Force
cfficials responrsible for Implementing the BRAL decision at AGMC,
Az Force Materiel Command (AFMC), and Air Force headguarters. We
also (1) discussed estimated closure costs and savings with Air
Force officials at various locations, and (2) tourad the AGMC
facility, conducting irnterviews with certer Fecsonnel and reviewing
historical and evclving docrmentation. In addition, we contacted
DeZfense Contract Management Command, Defense Contract Aucdit Agency,
and ASMC contracting personnel fcr contract-zelated information and
Army and Navy metrology officials responsible for the pri

standards laboratories to obtain informaticp on their capability to
maintain the AGMC metrclogy workload and their views on privatizing
Paxt of the metrology functions while cootinning to keep the
management function as a government operation. ;

We analyzed laws, policies, and requlations governing coze
capabiliily and QOffice of Management and Sudget Circulars A-76 and
Policy Letter S2-1 for infcormation on inher=ntly governmental
{unctions. To assess the impact of the increase in <he estimated
cost of clesing Newark ATB/AGNC, we used the 1993 Cost of Base
Realigrmaect Actions model to calculate =he closure and relocation
<ost payback period.

22 conducting this review, we used the same regports and statistics
I2e Aix Force uses to monitor the cost of closu-e and estimate the
TecTITING Costs associataed with AGMC privatization. We 4id not
-ndependently determine their reliabiiity.

202 512 3738 12~16-94 10:26AM
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Category

- e

APPENDIX II

Yy ES TOR OR RXE
Criteria

Military value

The current and future mission require-
ments and the impact of coperational
readiness of DOD’s total force.

The availability and condition of land,
facilities, and assoclated airspace at
both the existing and potential
receiving locations.

The ability to accommodate contingency,
aobilization, and future total force
requirements a2t both the existing and
potential recelving locations.

The cost and manpower implications.

Return on investment

e extent and timing of potantial costs
and savings, including the numbexr of
vears, begimning with the date of
completion of the clcsure cr
realignwent.

The economic impact on campunities.

Impacts

The ability of both the existing and
potential receiving communities’
infrastzucture to support forces,
missions and personrel. :

e envirommental impact.

EX Y 4

- 12-16=34 10:28AM
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Fact Paper
on
The GAO and Newark AFB

Background: .

e Atthe direction of the HASC the GAO conducted a study on the closure of DOD
depots due to BRAC 88, 91, and 93 decisions.

® Asa par of this study, the GAO took a look at the closure of Newark AFB and the
privadzadon in place (PIP) of the Aerospace Guidancs and Mexology Center
(AGMQC). ‘

Discussion:
e In their report, GAO identified concems regarding this closure and the PIP concept:

* Costs, savings, and payback period
¢ GAO points out that one @me costs have doubled. recurring costs could
exceed the cost of current AF operanons, and payback period could range
between 17 - 100 years

e AF comments: The Air Force has budgeted an additional $31 million to close
Newark AFB above the original S31 million cited in the 93 BRAC Report
* This additional budget for workload transition minimizes operatonal risk
e Transidon and recurring costs are currently unknown
¢ Competition should drive costs down
¢ Firm cost proposals due mid June 95

* Proprietary data claims
¢ GAO identfied a potental barrier 1o PIP if proprietarv data rights are not
secured for use under PIP arrangement

e AF comments: AFMC is working the propriezry data issue
¢ All manufacturers with proprietary data rights have agreed to allow, or will
negouate for, use of proprierary data under PIP
e Current budgets do not include costs associated with buving data rights
e Data costs cond de minimal 1 wwam of manufacturers holcing rights is
selected '

e Segmentation of meTology and calibradon mission
® GAO idenufied ar. inconsistency with contracing the standards laboratory
while keeping the mewology/calibradon management funcdon organic
e GAO also pointed out the interservice potendal of these functons

e AF comments: In an effort 10 maximize privadzadon at AGMC. the AF chose
to contract those funcions that were not considered ‘inherently governmental’
e The standards lab rzmains a viable candidate for privatizatdon

e Interservicing all AGMC workloads is being evaiuated as an alternative to PIP




Effect on excsss capacity

GAO states the closure will not reduce excess depot maintenance capacity by

the amount previously esdmated

AF comments: PIP does not affect excess depot capacity, however, in
divestng itself of the facilities and personnel through PIP at AGMC, the AF
will reduce its organic depot capacity by 1.7 million hours

Privatizadon of cors workload

GAO idendfied an inconsistency with conrracing out ‘core’ workload

AF comments: AF logistcs mission best served by PIP optdon
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 shiftng it to the privare sector
¢ PIP opdon could mitigate the risk of wansferring the workload out of core
if the facilides, people, and equipment remained in place
e Strategy preserves all elements of an essental wartime capability
Moving workload to other organic depots potentially more costly than PIP
* Replication of specialized facilities expensive and uncertain under
budgetary reductions associated with the drawdown in defense
» Keeps umque capability on line to support potental condngencies; avoids
periods of degraded capability incumbent in workload moves
¢ Potenual loss of seasoned technicians not moving with the workload

Transfer of property/facilities to local reuse commission

GAOQ idendfied uncermaindes associated with this ransfer due to fair market
value determination and lack of agresments berwesn AF and local reuse
commuission on assuming responsibility for property/facilides

AF comments: Not a show-stopper as the property can be made available at

any tme with 2 lease in order to impiement PIP

e AF is working a property responsibility agreemeant with the local
comrnission pending the outcome of the environmental assessment-Mar 95

e Expectng to convey the property to the local commission under very
favorable terms

[§S



GAO Recommendatons:
SECAF and SECDEF reevaluate as a part of the 95 BRAC process:

DOD’s 1993 recommendation to close Newark/AGMC
AF approach to implementing the closure decision through PIP

AF Response: _
In our view, there is not enough data at this dme 10 conclude that closing the base and
privatizing in place is NOT the direction the AF should go

Current strategy

Continue to wark PIP to reduce cost and risk
Continue to assess alternadves to PIP
e Moving all AGMC workloads to other AF and intwerservice depors
e Due late March 95
Determine actual PIP costs through source selection
* Should be known late June 95
Use independent contractor in source selecton activities and alternatives analysis
to provide -
¢ Independent certification expressing agresment with source selection
methodoiogy and conclusions
¢ Independent cost assessment of alternatve approaches to PIP
AFMC/CC determine best alternative for disposition of workload



NEWARK AFB CLOSURE
PLAN B

Col m__,__ Kohler
A HQ AFMC/LG
9 Mar 95
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OVERVIEW
TASKING , .
PROCESS
ASSUMPTIONS
CRITERIA

ALTERNATIVES

COMPARISON OF OPTIONS

RECOMMENDATION




" TASKING

- AGMC CLOSURE ACQUISITION STRATEGY PANEL
ACTION ITEM (13 JAN 95)

 ISSUE 20: DEVELOP PLAN B -BACK UP TO
PRIVATIZATION IN PLACE. WORK OUT THE LOW COST

ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION. TAKE FULL CONSIDERATION
OF INTERSERVICING.

+ ACTION: HQ AFMC/XP TO LEAD THIS TASK AND
PRESENT TO GEN YATES FOR A DECISION.




ASSUMPTIONS

+ BRAC FUNDING WILL BE AVAILABLE TO IMPLEMENT
PLANB

- AF WILL REPROGRAM MANPOWER AND FUNDING FOR
FY 96 AND BEYOND

+ INTERIM CONTRACTOR SUPPORT WILL BE REOUIRED )

. LOSS OF SKILLED WORKFORCE, TRAINING WILL BE -
REQUIRED

MILCON WILL BE REQUIRED AT GAINING SITES

STARTING DATE WILL 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 B

—~MOVE AIRCRAFT AND MISSILES TO WR-ALC
+ ALTERNATIVE B2 |
~ —~MOVE AIRCRAFT TO'WR-ALC

~MOVE MISSILES TO 00-ALC
+ ALTERNATIVE B3

—MOVE AIRCRAFT TO OC-ALC

—~MOVE MISSILES TO 00-ALC



PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

m_‘g

)
o .
<o

180
13

NONRECURRING
METROLOGY

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS,

Preclision Measurement
Standards Calibration & Repair

COST SUMMARY (M)

~ Construction... . .$44. .
" Personnel . " $19°
Moving $ 46.3
Other $.12
TOTAL . $52.7

PHASING
FY97 FY98
$26.4M $18.4M

MAJOR PROJECTS

Microwave Stds. Lab
l.aser Slds. Lab
Oplics Stds. Lab



PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

ﬂ
<
o)
o

|

-
=)
=

NONRECURRING
NAVY

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, MAJOR PROJECTS
6 RLG Test  800/$161,950 Isolalion Piers $0.21M
0 (rolled into personnel number)
COST SUMMARY (M)

Conslructian- . - $.45

Personnel 1 $1.04

Moving $.29

O/H Other $.24

TOTAL $2.02

PHASING
FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00
$.985m $1.04M $0M $0M $OM '

9




NONRECURRING
ALTERNATIVE B1

PERSONNEL MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, MAJOR PROJECTS

Realigned 1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
Eliminated 275 Sollware Eng Training . Isolation Piers

(rolled into personnel number)

COST SUMMARY (M)
. Construction . $435
" Personnel - - '$39.9
Moving $ 189.1
O/H Other 5.0
TOTAL $287.5
PHASING
FY95 FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00

$ .6M $42.7M $133.0M $110.4M $4.3M $1.5M



IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
ALTERNATIVE B1

95/4

96/1

96/2

96/3

96/4

897/1

97/2

97/3

97/4

98/1

98/2

98/3

98/4

Selsmic
Survey

-quip Move

8% Sel-up

ralning

re-prod./
“acliity Mod

Productlion




PLAN B TRANSITION SCHEDULE

85196196 96|96 |97 {97 (9797989898 |98 99 |99 (99 |99 (0o {oo {00 oo ot o1 o1 a1 [o2
41112131411 ]2{3{411(2]|3|4]1(2]3 at112131411]2]1314]1
Dmn_m_o_?? Full Produdtion
POINT | Ji/i | , A
Sile Sel'n Iv |
Selsmlic ».: J_,»m. . \wﬁfzgmﬂﬂ@
Studies g y Aug
Sgurde >v.| a|> . .
Deslign N I b =N L I
Award || SO A g || ANE .j%_\o_,mony ol | Nepvatk
. - >| > Oct _ Closuje
Const # 1 1 e 8 Jjit gt
Const # 2 —Ql.. I m&
| ar un Fall Hrodyicticdn
Mar A |
Insfall/ “he i Mer
! q.._:mfo:\y




SONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

$ 1.5M

%

1,320
275

FY96
$31.9M

NONRECURRING
ALTERNATIVE B2

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, MAJOR PROJECTS
Gyro Mechanic Tralning Clean Rooms
Soltware Eng Training . Isolation Piers

(rolled Into persannel number)

COST SUMMARY (M)
.Construction . -$49.6 .
Personnel - - '$39.7 |
-Moving $ 190.0
O/H Other $15.3
TOTAL $294.
PHASING
FY97 FY98 FYag FY00
$102.0M  $124.6M $38.2M $1.5M
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IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
AIRCRAFT ALTERNATIVE B2

95/4 | 96/1 | 96/2 196/3 | 96/4 {97/1 |97/2 | 97/3 {97/4 |96/1 | 98/2 | 98/3 | 98/4

Selsmle
Survey E

Equip Move | | | .
& Set-up ? __l.__ﬂlb
ﬁ.:.._z_:m . .. : D_Lklllll,l.ll!l_.._:_ :......_.._t.l. _D

Pre-prod./ |
—umo:=< Mod Tllpjltli

Production




IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
MISSILES ALTERNATIVE B2

95/4 | 96/1 96/2 [96/3 96/4 |97/1|97/2(97/3 |97/4 | 98/1 | 98/2 | 98/3 | 98/4

Selsmic
Survey PLJP

Equip Move ?'qtrb
& Sel-up |

Training

Pre-prodl. PJ'JIIII‘I'b




PERSONNEL

Realigned
Eliminated

$3.3M

NONRECURRING
ALTERNATIVE B3

MAJOR TRAINING REQTS, MAJOR PROJECTS
1,320 Gyro Mechanic Training Clean Rooms
275 Soltware Eng Training Isolation Piers

(rolled into personnel number)

COST SUMMARY (M)
- Conslruction ... . $43.1
- “Personhel " -+ * 74397 .
Moving $ 190.0
O/H Other . $16.0
TOTAL $288.8
PHASIN
FY96 FY97 FY98 FY99 FY00
$34.1M $99.0M $118.2M - $38.5M $1.7M
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IMPLEMENTATION SCHEDULE
(OC-ALC FOR AIRCRAFT) ALTERNATIVE B3

95/4196/1|96/2 |96/3 |96/4 [97/1 |97/2{97/3 |97/4 |98/1 | 98/2 | 98/3 | 98/4

Selsmic

Survey ~ [meweteg
Equip Move M-—M
& Set-up

Tralnlng H*—_L———L-A-A

Pre-prod. m—-__——ﬁ_-ﬂ
Production b—wﬂ :




B1
PEs Elim.
PEs Real.

..w.. WM

PEs Elim.
PEs Real.

B3
PEs Elim.
PEs Real.

ALTERNATIVE OO_<=u>m_mOZm

FY95

0.0

0.0

(PEs)

FY96

249.0

134.0

249.0

FY97

547.0

433.0

547.0

FYas

275.0

328.0

275.0
557.0

275.0
328.0

FY99

196.0

196.0

196.0

FY00

0.0

0.0

18




ALTERNATIVE COMPARISONS

FY95

FY36

FY97

FY99

. FY98 FY00 Total
B1 4,
Benelits (M) 0.0 0.2 1.3 10.1 17.9 17.9 a7.4
N/RCosls (M) 0.8 42.7 133.0 110.4 4.3 1.5 292.7
- Recurring (M) 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 30.2 38.2 229.2
TOTAL COSTS 39.0 80.9 171.2 148.6 12.5 39.7 521.9
B2
Benefits (M) 0.0 0.2 1.1 8.5 17.5 30.3 58.6
...+ N/RCaosls (M) 5L 23180 L1020 o 1246 0 - 0382 L 150 002997
- Recurring (M) 382 7 38.2° 382 382 .38.2 S 3820 22927
TOTAL COSTS 39.7 70.1 140.2 162.8 76.4 39.7 5289
B3 |
Benelits (M) 0.0 0.3 1.6 10.0 17.5 17.9 17.3
N/RCosls (M) 33 34.1 99.0 118.2 38.5 1.7 294.8
Recurring (M) 38.2 368.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 38.2 229.2
TOTAL COSTS 141.5 72.3 137.2 156.4 76.7 39.9 524.0

19




“CENTER RATES

CENTER

. AGMC |
. OC-ALC (AIRCRAFT)

"00-ALC (MISSILES)
. WR-ALC

. -




, COMPARISON

(Transition, Technlcal)

RISK COST SM SCHEDULE
B1 HIGH $265.3M NO COMPLETE BY 98/4
(Transltlon, Technical) | .
B2 HIGH - - $2879M YES/NO COMPLETE BY 98/4
: | e (Transition, Technleal) = s T Tt e
B3 HIGH $286.5M YES COMPLETE BY 98/4

21




RECOMMENDATION

+ COST FOR OPTIONS CONSIDERED ARE ESSENTIALLY

EQUAL. NEW TRC CONCEPT SHOULD DECIDE
WORKLOAD OUTCOME.

» ADVISE SECAF THE COST OF PLAN B WILL BE AT
-LEAST. $300M - L

. PLAN B WILL DELAY CLOSURE. WILL REQUIRE
BRAC 95 COMMENTS FOR IMPLEMENTATION.

2
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THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20301

4 May 1994

MEMORANDUM FOR SECRETARIES OF THE MILITARY DEPARTMENTS |
CHAIRMAN OF THE JCINT CHIEFS OF STAFF
UNDER SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE RESEARCH AND ENGINEERING
ASSISTANT SECRETARIES OF DEFENSE
COMPTROLLER
GENERAL COUNSEL ,
DIRECTOR, OPERATIONAL TEST AND EVALUATION
ASSISTANTS TO THS SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
DIRECTOR, ADMINISTRATION AND MANAGEMENT
DIRECTORS OF THE DEFENSE AGENCIES

SUBJECT: Depot Maintenance Opezatioas Policy

I have completed my review of the Defease Science Board Depot Maintenancs Task
Force report. As noted in my forwarding letter to the Congress, the report is a constructive
coatribution :o0 the challenge of rightsizing the depot Infrastructurc of the DoD for present and
future national defcnse needs.

The weapon systems and equipment readiness, sustainability and lifecycle suppart
requirements of the Department demand 2 base of organic depots. To control risk, the
Department’s CORE depot maintenance concept provides for identification and quantification of
specific capabilities that need to be resideat in organic depots. The ability to guarantee delivery of
flexible and responsive industrial support repressats the essence of DoD's depot maintepance
mission. »

CORE is the capability maintained within organic Defense depots o meet
readiness apd sustainability requirements of the weapon sysiems that support the JCS
contingency scenario(s). Core depot maintenance capabilities will comprise only the
minimum facilities, equipmen: and skilled personnel necessary to ensure a ready and
controlled source of required technical competence. (DoD Memorandum, Subjecs:
Depot Maintencnce Capabilizy, dated November 15, 1993).

The DoD CORE concept meaos determining Departmeat wide the CORE capability
requirements and jdentifying requisite workload to maintain these czpabilities, based on military
service inputs. This determination corsiders the level of risk and the capabiiities of all DoD
depots. The Task Force validated the DoD CORE corcept dut recommended adoption of Service
CORE. Our review determined that greater flexibility is achievable by maintaining the current
DoD CORE. '




TIAGE N R L e

With regard to corpetition between the public depots and the private sector, the Task
Force and other related studies and audits have concluded that: Databases and financial
management systems in the Departmeat and the Military Services are not capable of supporting
the detecrmination of actual cost of specific workloads. Although, vigorous attempts bave beea
made to execute fair public/private cost competitions through the media of the Cost
Comparability Handbook, a level playing ficld is not achicvable in the near term. Based on these -
findings public/private cost competition will be discontinucd at present.

The Task Force concluded that the above findings pertaining to public/private cost
competitions also apply to public/public competitions. Additionally, the Task Force observed that
there is considerable expense in conducting public/public cost competitions, and that the same
efficiencies can be gained by interservicing workloads to Centers of Excellence. I agree with the
Task Force conclusion that interservicing of Depot Maintenance work is prefesable to direct
public/public cost competition. Therefore, public vs. public cost competition will also be
discontinued, and interservicing decisions taken on the basis of efficiencies that can be gained. In
the future, if accurate and comparable cost data is available, the issue of cost compcuuon should
be reopened.

Major modifications and upgradss 10 increase the performance envelope of systeras arc
not by definition part of depot maintenance CORE- The Government bas traditionally obtained
developmexnt and manufacture of kits for modifications and upgrades from the private secior. The
Task Force concluded that major modifications and upgrades sbould be primarily accomphsbcd in
the private sector. This conclusion is sound and will be implemented.

Efficient depot maintenance support of new weapon systems is of utmost importance.
However, the paradigm must change; we should no Jonger assume new weapon systems and
equipment will transition to organic depot support. In many cases, there is neither a strong
economic case nor risk control requirement for establishing organic depot maintenance sapport.
The depot maintenance strategy is an important element of the acquisition process for aew
systems. It is clear that in this era of declining force strucnurs, the siratcgy must be refined
periodically throughout the entire acquisition cycle. The Defease Scieace Board Depot
Maintenance Task Force has been given an additional task of determiring the process and
procedures the Department should use in procuring the depot maintezance support for new
weapons systems. Their report will be completed in 3C days.

The Military Services and Defense Agencies will t2k= the actions necessary to immplement
the above guidance. These policy changes are efiective immediately and will be mcorpox'.atcd into
DoD Direcives.
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To Action | Signature (Surname), Grade, Date To Action | Signature (Surname), Grade, Date
1 AF/LG APPR Fé /7 % >/ g " 6 SAFMII | COORD
2 AF/RT COORD| ~ 7 AFI/CC APPR

P MRl)

3 SAF/AQ COORD ~— 8 SAF/US COORD
4 SAF/GC COORD 9 SAF/OS SiG
5 SAF/LL |COORD
Grade and Sumame of Action Officer Symbol Phone Suspense Date
Mr Girz AF/L.GMM 73859 T
Subject SSS Date
Proposed Response to Senators Glenn and Dewine on Newark AFB 10 April 1995

Summary

1. Background. Ohio Senators Glenn and Dewine sent a letter (Tab 3) to SAF/OS stating their concerns regarding the closure of
Newark AFB and privatization in place of the AGMC workload. Their concerns include the intent of the Air Force’s request for
proposal to achieve privatization in place and recent actions to move workload from Newark. The proposed responses at Tab 1 and 2
address these concerns and are consistent with other Air Force and OSD correspondence on this topic.

2. Recommendation. SAF/OS sign the proposed identical responses at Tab 1 and 2.

Tabs"
1. Proposed Response to Sen Glenn

Directer of Maintenance - 2. Proposed Response 0 Sen Dewine
3. Senators Glenn/Dewine Letter to SECAF

AF Form 1768, Staff Summary Sheet (Microsoft Word for Windows Version 6.0) 10 April 1995  8:45:16 AM
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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 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 Air 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
Regulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business
Daily 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 strateqgy
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 DeWine.

. Sincerely,




SECRETARY OF 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 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- 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 Air 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. 1In 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
Regulations, the Air Force did advertise in the Commerce Business
Daily 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,




Aoited States Senate

WASHINGTON, DC 20810
March 7, 1995

The Honorable Sheila E. Widnall
Secretary

Department of the Air Force
The Pentagon

Washington, DC 20301

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
recommendation 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 Force's 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 Air Force is reviewing the possibility of moving
Newark's workload to other Air Force depots. None of these
actions is consistent with the representations 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 demonstrate
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 hn Glenn
United States Senator United States Senator

cc: Secretary William J. Perry : ﬂ,‘lﬁ ﬁ{
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SECRETARY OF THE AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON

Sy (EER T Go o Do

‘The Honorable John Glenn
United States Senata
Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Glenn:

Thig ie in response to your joint letter of March 7, 1995,
with Senator DeWine concerxning the closure and privatization in
place (PIP) of Nawark Air Force Base (AFB), Ohio.

" The Air Force supports the 1993 Defense Base Closure and

Realigmment Commission (BRAC) recommendation to close Newark AFB
and is adhering to a viable strategy to achieve that end. This
strateqy, developed in response to concerns raised by the GaO,
includes assesging other alternatives for sustaining mission
capability and closing Newark AFB while aggressively pursuing the

privatization in place option. Upon a comprehensive review of ~¢<

other alternatives and-the.actual PIP propgsals, the—€emmander—of
the Air Force Materiel—Commammd-will render a determination as to
the best direction .for disposition of the worklocad 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, p¥bposal avaluation process. Coopers
and Lybrand will observe the evaluation process and advise the’
sotrce selection board members and chairman. -In addition, Coopers
and Iybrand will submit tiedr—independent—certification—-expressing
the extent-of-their agreement with-methodologies—and—conclusions—
of-the-saurce—selectionrhoard. On April 19, 1995, Coopers and

4. Lybrand will brief Air Force officials at the Pentagon on the

d

e 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
raceived, we remain confident that the resultant RFP will ensure a
fair, best value competition for privatizatiom. 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.

gAP/A@a

P.84

CommeENTS




In response tao your concern that workload is currently being
moved out of Newark, -T would like to clarify that the Army and the
Navy intend to mova a limited amount of workload from Newark prior
to the PIP solicitation. This workload represents approximately
€£ive percent of the total warkhours 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
Regqulations, the Air Force did advertisa in the Commerce Business
Dailv for potential sources to contract general workload
categories at Newark. This advertisement occurred an May 10,
1994, and was used to identify prospective contractors intarested

in responding to the draft and final Requests for Proposal on the
PIP effort.

We appreciate your interest in Newark AFB and trust the
information provided is useful. A similar letter is being
provided to Senator DeWine.

Sincarely,

84-11-1935 @7:29AM 783 697 3986
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS:
Apnl 3, 1995 AL CORNELLA
REBECCA COX
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RET)
S. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENDILOUISE STEELE
for Base Realignment and Transition

Headquarters USAF SR Ve > i FLHTOST Yy
1670 Air Force Pentagon e sneirg AS TR

Washington, D.C. 20330-1670
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 (EID) 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 519;
EID shows 460 military disestablished and COBRA shows 217; EID 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 11. Thank you for your assistance in
this matter.

Frahcis A. Cinllo’Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader

Enclosure: EID-COBRA Comparison spreadsheet




EID - COBRA Comparison

EID Mil COBRA Mil EID Civ COBRA Civ ‘| EID Training | COBRA Students
Installation Service In Realigned in In Realigned In Status In Realigned In Remarks

Columbus AFB AF 86 73 12 45 A -
Dobbins AFB AF 0 87 - - - .
Edwards AFB AF 3 30 0 25 ‘ - -
Hanscom AFB AF 6 53 506 504] = - -
Kelly AFB AF 542 478 - - - -
Kirtland AFB AF - - 670 0 - -
Laughlin AFB AF 69 78 137 168 60 0
MacDill AFB AF 687 719 16 19] - -
McClellan AFB AF 134 82 244 231 - -
Mountain Home AFB AF - - 3 0 - -
Nellis AFB AF 87 60 75 50 - -
Sheppard AFB AF 60 52 8 31 21 o of
Steward IAP AGS AF 8 5| 36 33 - N
Tinker AFB AF 146 0 330 0 - -
Travis AFB AF 14 0 - - - -
Vance AFB AF 86 73 12 45 29 0

Page 1
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

‘13 KPR 1905

HQ USAF/RT
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 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

ecommendation. In the COBRA, 24 enlisted and 20 civilians remained at Reese after closure
and 65 tenants were not movec. The attached COBRA and EID correctlv moves the 44
authorizations and €5 civilian tenants. Because Reese does aircraft maintenance by contract, the
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 EID 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 EID 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.

Attachments:

1. Kelly COBRA

2. Reese COBRA and EID

3. Comments with EID’s attached

Sincerely

Ol /

D. BLUME, Jr.
Major General, USAF
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Base Realignment and Transition

to



ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPGRT (ADDER v5.08) - Page 2
Report Created 09:3S 03/01/1895

Installation: KELLY

State: TX Service: AIR FORCE Year: 1896

Current Base Pers- Off: 801, Ent: 3.419, Civ: 12,678, Stu: 0
Action: REALIGNED

1984 1995 1986 1897 1998 1999 2000 2001

" Mil Reloc(OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Bis (OUT) 0 0 0 0 44 0 0 o
Civ Reloc(0UT) 0 [ 0 0 0 0 0 §]
Civ Dis (OUT) 0 0 a 4] 486 0 0 ¢]
Stu Reloc(0UT) 0 0 0 0 0 4] 4] o
Mil Reloc (IN) 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0
Civ Reloc (IN) Q s} 0 0 o] 0 1] 0
Stu Reloc (IN) 0 0 0 0 0 4] 0 0
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COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2

Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE0S002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

Starting Year : 1996

Final Year : 1997
ROI Year : 1999 (2 Years)
NPV in 2015($K): -285,671
1-Time Cost($K): 39,356
Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars
1996 1997
Mi lCon -1,200 0
Person 1] 484
Overhd 1,787 5,247
Moving ] 8,304
Missio 0 0
Other 7.000 15,479
TOTAL 7.587 29,514
1996 1997
POSITIONS ELIMINATED )
off 0 30
Enl 0 187
Civ s} 0
70T 0 217
POSITIONS REALIGNED
off 0 319
Enl 0 - 224
Stu 0 140
Civ g 310
TOT 0 983
Summary:

Close Reese

1998

0
-5,006
-18,829

ooooco

o000 o

[eNelNeNolo)

2001

0
-5,006
-18,829

-23,834

2001

[=NeloNeo)

oo o

319
224
140
310
993



COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE0S002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars ‘ ’
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond

Mi tCon 0 o 0 0 - 0 0 0 0
Person 4] 5,931 5,001 5.001 5,001 5,001 25,837 5.001
Overhd 1,787 8.525 4,734 4,734 4,734 4,734 29,250 4,734
Moving 0 9,157 0 0 0 0 9,157 0
Missio 0 4] 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Other 7.000 15,479 0 0 1] 0 22,4718 0
TOTAL 8,787 39,092 9,736 9,736 9,736 9,736 86,823 9,736
Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total Beyond
Mi lCon 1,200 ] 0 0 0 0 1,200 0
Person 0 5,447 10,007 10,007 10.007 10,007 45,477 10,007
Overhd [¢] 3,278 23.563 23,563 23,563 23,563 97.531 23,563
Moving 0 852 0 0 0 0 852 0
Missio 0 0 o] 0 0 0 [ [s]
Other ] 0 0] o] 0 0 0 o]

TOTAL 1,200 9,578 33,570 33,570 33,570 33,570 145,060 33,570



Data As

Department

Option Packag
Scenario File
Std Fctrs Fil

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

NET PRESENT YALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

: Air Force
e :
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REEQ9002.CBR
e :

Reese

C:\COBRA\REPORTOS5\RECOMEND\F INAL . SFF

Cost($) Adjusted Cost($)
7,587,102 7.484 883
29,514,484 . 28,337,560
-23,834,578 -22,271,675
-23.834.,578 -21,675.596
-23,834,578 -21,095,471
-23,834,578 -20,530,872
-23,.834,578 . -19,981,384
-23,834,578 -19 446,602
-23,834,578 -18,926,133
-23,834,578 -18,419,595
-23,834,578 -17,926,613
-23,834.,578 -17,446,825
-23,834,578 -16,979,878
© -23,834,578 7 T 7T 77 -16,525,429
-23,834,578 -16,083,143
-23,834,578 -15,652,694
-23,834,578 -15,233,765
-23.834.,578 -14,826,049
-23,834,578 -14,429,245

-23,834,578 -14,043,060

-242,373,233
-257.199,282
-271,628,527
-285,671,587



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTI5\COM-AUDT\REED9002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTI5\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

(All values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemp loyment

-Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothbatl / Shutdown
Total - Overhead

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

Total - Moving

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

Total - Other

Cost

[~N =Rl

563,902
130,131
0

1,351,567
97.092

3.127,428
2,450,000

4,947 506
0
2,777,304
1,432,035
0

479,213
0

22,000,000

Sub-Total

2,142 692

5,577,428

9,156,846

22,479,213

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

Tota! 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 : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEO9002.C8BR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

All Costs in $K

Total IMA tand Cost Total
Base Name Mi (Con Cost Purch Avoid Cost
cotumBuS 0 0 ¢l 0 0
LAUGHLIN 0 0 0 0 a
RANDOLPH 0 0 0 0 0
REESE 0 [} 0 -1,200 -1,200
VANCE 0 0 0 0 0
BASE X [ 0- 0 0 0
SHEPPARD 0 [¢] 0 0 0

Totals: 0 0 ] -1,200 -1,200



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:;\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEQ9002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: COLUMBUS, MS

BASE POPULATION (FY 1986, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: REESE, TX
1996 1997 1998 ~1999 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 60 0 0 0 0 60
Enlisted 0 20 0 0 ] 0 20
Students 0 37 ] 0 [ 0 37
Civilians 0 12 0 0 0 o] 12
TOTAL 0 129 0 0 0 0 128
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into COLUMBUS, MS):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
officers [¢] 60 0 0 0 0 60
Enlisted (o] 20 o ] a 1] 20
Students 0 37 0 0 0 0 37
Civilians [¢] 12 0 ] 4] o] 12
TOTAL 0 128 0 0 0 0 129
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
438 555 189 233
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: LAUGHLIN, TX
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
350 519 162 745
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: REESE, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
officers o] 64 [+] 0 0 0 B4
Enlisted 0 27 o] 0 o] 1} 27
Students [¢] 40 0 0 . 0 o] 40
Civilians 0 137 1} 0 0 0 137
TOTAL o] 268 0 0 0 o} 268
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into LAUGHLIN, TX):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers o 64 0 0 o] o] 64
Entisted 0 27 0 0 0 0 27
Students 0 40 0 0 0 o] 40
Civilians 0 137 0 0 0 0 137
TOTAL 0 268 0 0 0 0 268
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students Civilians



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) -

Page 2

Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEQS002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: RANDOLPH, TX

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students

""" 1,851 22 T
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students

""" 1,851 T zan2 T

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: REESE, TX

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996):

Officers Enlisted Students
349 411 140
FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2
officers [ 0 ] 0
Enlisted 0 [0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 ¢
Civilians 65 o] 0 0
TOTAL 65 0 0 0
BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students
349 411 140

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
To Base: COLUMBUS, MS

1996 1897 19398 1999
officers 0 60 0 0
Enlisted 0 20 0 0
Students [ 37 4] 0
Civilians 0 12 0 4]
TOTAL 0 129 [¢] 0

To Base: LAUGHLIN, TX

. 1986 1997 1998 1999
officers 0 64 0 0
Enlisted 0 27 0 0
Students 0 40 0 0
Civilians 0 137 0 0
TOTAL 0 268 0 0

To Base: VANCE, OK
1996 1997 1998 1999
Officers 0 60 0 0
Enlisted 0 20 ) 4]
Students 0 37 0 0
Civilians 0 12 0 0
TOTAL 0 129 0 0

2000

[oR=NeloNe

2000

OO 00oO

2000

[>RaNeNaRo)

Civilians



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEQS002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTO95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

To Base: BASE X

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers 0 93 0 0 0 0 93
Enlisted 0 143 0 0 0 0 143
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 141 0 0 0 0 141
TOTAL 0 377 0 o] o} 0 377

To Base: SHEPPARD, TX

1996 1997 1998 1898 2000 2001 Total
officers 0 42 0 0 0 0 42
Enlisted 0 14 0 0 0 0 14
Students ] 26 0 0 0 0 26
Civilians 0 8 o] 0 Q 0 8
TOTAL 0 0 0 0 0 0 90

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out of REESE, TX):
1896 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

officers 0 319 0 4] 0 o] 319
Enlisted 0 224 0 0 0 0 224
Students 0 140 0 0 0 0 140
Civilians 0 310 [o] 0 0 0 310
TOTAL o] 993 0 0 0 0 993
SCENARIC POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 19889 2000 2001 Total
officers 0 -30 0 o] o] 4] -30
Enlisted 0 -187 0 0 0 0 -187
Civilians 0 26 4] 4] g o] 26
TOTAL 0 -181 0 0 0 0 -191
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
0 0 0 0
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: VANCE, OK
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students Civilians
320 378 148 85
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: REESE, TX
1996 1997 1998 1989 2000 2001 Total
Officers o] 60 0 0 0 0 60
Enlisted 0 20 0 0 0 0] 20
Students 0 37 o] 4] ¢] 0 37
Civilians 4] 12 0 0 ] 0 12
TOTAL 4] 129 o] 0 0 0 129
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into VANCE, OK):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total
Officers o] 60 0 0 0 [¢] 60
Enlisted 0 20 o] 0 0 0 20
Students 0 37 0 g 0 0 37
Civilians 0 12 o] 0 o] 0 12
TOTAL ¢] 129 0 0 o] o] 128



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4

Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department

Option Package :

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

: Air Force

Reese

: C:\COBRA\REPORTIS5\COM-AUDT\REEDSD0Z.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORTO5\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

Officers

PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR:

Enlisted

BASE X

Students

BASE POPULATION (FY 1996, Prior to BRAC Action):

Officers Enlisted Students
729 1,111 0
PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: REESE, TX
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Officers 0 93 0 0 1]
Enlisted [¢] 143 0 0 0
Students 0 0 4] Q a
Civilians ¢ 141 0 0 0
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0
TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into BASE X):
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
officers ] 93 0 0 o]
Enlisted 0 143 0 0 0
Students 0 0 0 0 o]
Civilians 0 141 0 o 0
TOTAL 0 377 0 0 0
SCENARIO POSITION CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
officers V] 0 0 0 4]
Enlisted 0 0 0 0 0
Civilians 0 26 8} 0 ¢]
TOTAL o 26 0 Q 0
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):
officers Enlisted Students
822 1,254 0
PERSONNEL SUMMARY FOR: SHEPPARD, TX
BASE POPULATION (FY 1996):
Officers Enlisted Students
684 2,827 g
FORCE STRUCTURE CHANGES:
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Officers 0 ] 0 0 0
Enlisted 0 22 0 0 0
Students 0 0 Q 4] [§]
Civilians 0 -106 0 0 0
TOTAL 4] -78 s} 0 0
BASE POPULATION (Prior to BRAC Action):
Officers Enlisted Students
690 2,848 0

2001

=N Nl

2001

oOCcoOoo0o

Civilians

Civilians

~-106
-78

Civilians



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page S
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995. Report Created 10:46 04/06/1985

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS95\COM-AUDT\REEQS002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS:
From Base: REESE, TX

1996 1997 1998 1998 2000 2001 Total
officers 0 42 0 0 ¢] 0 42
Enlisted 0 14 0 4] 0 0 14
Students 0 26 0 0 0 0 26
Civilians 0 8 0 0 1] 0 8
TOTAL 0 90 0 0 0 0 90

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Into SHEPPARD, TX):
1896 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total

Officers 0 42 0 0 0 0 42

Enlisted o] 14 0 0 0 0 14

Students c 26 0 0 0 0 26

Civilians 0 8 0 0 0 0 8

TOTAL 0 S0 0 0 0 0 S0
BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Action):

officers Enlisted Students Civilians



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REEOS00Q2.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT9S\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Rate 1996 1897 1998 1899 2000 2001 Total

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 310 0 0 o] 0 310
Early Retirement* 10.00% 0 31 0 0 0 0 31
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 16 0 0 0 0 16
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 0 47 4] 0 o] o] 47
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 31 1] 0 0 0 31
Civilians Moving (the remainder) 0 185 0 4] 0 4] 185
Civilian Positions Available 0 125 0 0 0 0 125

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 0 0 0 0 0 o] 0
Early Retirement 10.00% 0 0 0 0 o] 0 0
Regular Retirement 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civilian Turnover 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

"Priority Placement# 60.00% 0 0 0 ] 1] 0 0
Civilians Available to Move Q 4] 0 0 )] ¢] 0
Civilians Moving 0 0 4] 0 0 0 o]
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 0 0 0 ] 0 ] 0

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 310 0 0 0 0 310
Civilians Moving 0 185 0 [¢] o [¢] 185
New Civilians Hired 0 125 0 0 0 0 125
Other Civilian Additions o 52 [ 0 0 0 52

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 31 0 0 o] 0 3N

TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1] 31 4 0 0 0 31

TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 Q 0 Q ] 0 g

TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 0 177 0 0 0 0 177

* Early Retirements, Regular Retirements, Civilian Turnover, and Civitians Not
Willing to Move are not applicable for moves under fifty miles.

+ The Percentage of Civilians Not Willing to Move (Voluntary RIFs) varies from
base to base.

# Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00%



Oepariment

Scenario File

Std Fctrs File :

ONE-TIME COSTS
..... ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
Land Purch
08M
CIV SALARY
Civ RIF
Civ Retire
CIY MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
Home Purch
HHG
Misc
House Hunt
PPS
RITA
FREIGHT
Packing
Freight
Yehicles
Driving
Unemployment
OTHER
Program Plan
Shutdown
New Hire
1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
MIL MOVING
Per Diem
POV Miles
HHG
Misc
OTHER
Elim PCS
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/3
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1935, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

1 Air Force
Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REEDS002.CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORTSS\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

Reese

1996

0
0
0

oo

[=ReNelleNoloNaol~]

[oNeNalole)

1,787

1997

0

0

0

564
130
418
1,967
1,278
129
329

0
803
216
1,012
166
97

1.340
2,450

79

2,248
380

1,351
479

0
15,000
30,569

1988

0
0
0

[oNeNaNa) oocoo co0oo0ooo [=N=NololaNoNaRa) [N =]

o

O0oooo

1999

cooQo [«NeoN o) Qo000 [=NeoloReNoleNeNeo) oo oo

o

ooooo

2000

coO0Oo cooo [eloNoReNa) [=NollaNoNaNolNoNa] oo 0o

o

ooOooo

2001

ocoooo0 coooo OCOO0OO00 coCCoO0OO0OO0O [~ N =]

o

oo oo

79

2,249
380

1,351

479

22,000
39,356



Department

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

RECURRINGCOSTS

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

RPMA

BOS

Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
Caretaker
MIL PERSONNEL
Off Salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER

Mission

Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL COST

ONE-TIME SAVES
..... ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON

Fam Housing
OBM

1-Time Move
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER

Land Sales
Environmental
1-Time Other
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRINGSAVES

FAM HOUSE OPS
O&M

B80S
Unique Operat
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
off salary
Enl Salary
House Allow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL SAVINGS

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1985

: Air Force
Option Package :
: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEQS002.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

Reese

1896

0

ocoo [~ N=NoNolNaNe]

(=N =N al=]

8,787
1986

1,200

cooooo

1,200

1997

39,082
1997

0
0

0

852

NOOO

1997

770

800
1,707

1,180
3,380
888

1998

o

[ NeNo o

1998

1.541

1.684
18,838

2,360
6,760
888

1,500
33,570

33,570

1999

oo

1999

1.541

1.684
18,838

2,360
6,760
888

1,500
0
33,570

33,570

2000

9,736

2000

[N =]

oo

2000

1,541

1,684
18,838

2,360
6,760
888

1,500
33,570

33,570

2001

8,736

2001

(=]

cCoOoOO0Q

2001

1,541

1,684
18,838

2,360
6,760
888

1,500
33,570

33,570

6.000
0
143,008

145,060



Department

Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

ONE-TIME NET
..... ($K)-----
CONSTRUCTION
MILCON
Fam Housing
OBM
Civ Retir/RIF
Civ Moving
Other
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Moving
OTHER
HAP / RSE
Environmental
Info Manage
1-Time Other
Land
TOTAL ONE-TIME

RECURRING NET
----- (SK)-----
FAM HOUSE OPS

O&M
RPMA
BOS
Unique Operat
Caretaker
Civ Salary
CHAMPUS
MIL PERSONNEL
Mil Salary
House Atllow
OTHER
Procurement
Mission
Misc Recur
Unique Other
TOTAL RECUR

TOTAL NET COST

TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

: Air Force
: Reese

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEDS002.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORTOS5\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

1996

-1,200

[ e NoNol

7.587

1997

0
0

684
6,379
3,887
3,276

479

15,000
29,716

1997

-770
-800
3,027

1,213

-4,560
1.688

NOO oo

-20

29,514

1938

0
0

o oo o

cooo0ooo

1998

-1.,541
-1,684
-14,104

2,425

-9,120
1,688

-1,500
-23,834

-23.834

1998

oo

o

Cooo0o0o0

1999

-1.,541

-1,684
-14,104
0

0

2,425
0

-9,120
1,688

0

0
-1,500
0
-23.,834

-23.834

2000

o

oo

[=NoNeNoNoNe)

2000

-1,541
-1,684
-14,104

2,425

-§,120
1,688

-1,500
-23,834

-23,834

2001

-1,541

-1,684
-14,104
0

0

2,425
0

-9,120
1,688

0

0
-1.500
0
-23,834

-23,834

694
6,379
5,674

3,276

479

4]

0
22,000
]
37.304



PERSONNEL, SF, RPMA, AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Oepartment : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORYS5\COM-AUDT\REEDS002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

Personnel SF
Base Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per
COLUMBUS 129 10% 0 0% 0
LAUGHLIN 268 15% 0 0% 0
RANDOLPH 0 0% 0 0% 0
REESE -1,184 -100% -1,960,000 -100% 1,655
VANCE 129 14% 0 0% 0
BASE X 403 13% 0 0% 0
SHEPPARD 90 2% 0 0% 0
RPMA($) BOS($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per
COLUMBUS 0 0% 0 1,030,219 5% 7,886
LAUGHLIN 0 0% 0 1,360,926 8% 5,078
RANDOLPH 0 o% 0 0 o% 0
REESE -1.684,000 -100% 1,422 -18,838,191 -100% 15,911
VANCE 0 0% 4] 1,338,168 7% 10,373
BASE X 0 0% 0 756,402 % 1,877
SHEPPARD 1] o% 4] 248,864 % 2,765
RPMABOS ($)
Base Change %Change Chg/Per
COLUMBUS 1,030,219 5% 7,986
LAUGHLIN 1,360,926 7% 5,078
RANDOLPH 0 0% o]
REESE -20,522,191 -100% 17,333
YANCE 1,338,168 5% 10,373
BASE X 756,402 5% 1,877

SHEPPARD 248,864 1% 2,765



RPMA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Depar tment : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTQ5\COM-AUDT\REE09002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Net Change($K) 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 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 : Air Force
Option Package : Reese
Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEOS002.CBR

Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF
INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION

Model Year One : FY 1996

Model does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: No
Base Name

COLUMBUS, MS

Strategy:

Realignment

LAUGHLIN, TX
RANDOLPH, TX
REESE, TX
VANCE, OK
BASE X
SHEPPARD, TX

Realignment .

Realignment

Closes in FY 1997

Realignment
Realignment
Realignment

Close Reese

INPUT SCREEN TWO - DISTANCE TABLE

From Base: To Base:
COLUMBUS, MS REESE, TX
LAUGHLIN, TX REESE, TX
REESE, TX VANCE, OK
REESE, TX BASE X
REESE, TX SHEPPARD, TX

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from REESE, TX to COLUMBUS, MS

1996 1997 1948
Officer Positions: 0 60 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 20 0
Civilian Positions: 0 12 0
Student Positions: o] 37 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): o] 500 o]
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 250 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 102 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: o 137 0
Transfers from REESE, TX to LAUGHLIN, TX

1996 1997 1998
officer Positions: 0 64 o
Enlisted Positions: o] 27 0
Civilian Positions: o 137 0
Student Positions: 0 40 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 500 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 250 0
Mititary Light Vehicles: 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0

1999

[eNoReRalaleNeNaol

1988

COO0O0OO0O

2000

[=NeoNoloNolNoNoNal

2000

[aNoNoloNeNoNola)

Distance:

2001

[eNeNoNoNaNeNoNeol

200

[eNoNoNaNoNeoNaNael



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REED9002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF
INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE

Transfers from REESE, TX to VANCE, OK

1996 1997 19898 1999 2000 2001
Officer Positions: 0 60 0 [¢] 0 0
Enlisted Positions: 0 20 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: 0 12 0 0 0 0
Student Positions: 0 37 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 500 0 [ c 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 250 0 0 0 [¢]
Military Light Vehicles: 0 o] 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0

Transfers from REESE, TX to BASE X

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Officer Positions: 0 93 0 0 0 o
Enlisted Positions: 0 143 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: o 141 0 0 ] 0
Student Positions: 4] 0 0 0 0 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 0 0 0 0 0
Suppt Eqpt (tons): o] 0 0 0 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 0 0 0 o] 0

Transfers from REESE, TX to SHEPPARD, TX

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
Officer Positions: 0 42 0 0 0 0
Enlisted Positions: o 14 0 0 0 0
Civilian Positions: 0 8 o o] 4] o]
Student Positions: 0 26 0 C 4] 0
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 500 0 0 0 0
Suppt Egpt (tons): 0 250 0 4] 0 0
Military Light Vehicles: 1] 0 0 0 0 0
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 o] 0 0 o] 0

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: COLUMBUS, MS

Total Officer Employees: 378 RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 2,511
Total Enlisted Employees: 535 Communications ($K/Year): 1,347
Total Student Employees: 152 BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year): 18,100
Total Civilian Employees: 221 BOS Payroll ($K/Year): o]
Mil Families Living On Base: 87.0% Family Housing ($K/Year): 4,376
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 10.0% Area Cost Factor: 1.00
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 0] CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 0
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 2,542 CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 20.9%
Officer VHA ($/Month): o] Activity Code: 14
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 0

Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 66 ° Homeowner Assistance Program: No

Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 0.10 Unique Activity Information: No




INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

: Air Force
Reese

Department
Option Package :
Scenario File
Std Fetrs File :

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS95\COM-AUDT\REEDS002.CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Femilies Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: RANDOLPH, TX

Yotal Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities({KSF):
officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA {$/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: REESE, TX

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VYHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost (3$/Ton/Mile):
Name: VANCE, OK

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:
Mil Families Living On Base:

Civilians Not Willing To Move:

of ficer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

350
519

349
411
140
219
52.0%
10.0%

1,960
47

86
0.10

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
B80S Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
B80S Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

4,514
. 677
12,065

3.864
1.00

20.9%
74

No
No

6,164
798
17,849

1,469
1.00
20.9%

88

Yes
No



INPUT DATA REPORYT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1895

: Air Force
: Reese

Oepartment
Option Package
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File :

1 C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT \REED9002.CBR
C: \COBRA\REPORT95 \RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: BASE X

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civilians Not Willing To Move:
Officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Entisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):
Name: SHEPPARD, TX

Total Officer Employees:
Total Enlisted Employees:
Total Student Employees:
Total Civilian Employees:

Mil Families Living On Base:
Civilians Nat Willing To Move:
officer Housing Units Avail:
Enlisted Housing Units Avail:
Total Base Facilities(KSF):
Officer VHA ($/Month):
Enlisted VHA ($/Month):

Per Diem Rate ($/Day):
fFreight Cost ($/Ton/Mile):

684
2,827

1,493
50.0%
10.0%

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:

Unique Activity Information:

RPMA Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
Communications ($K/Year):
BOS Non-Payroll ($K/Year):
BOS Payroll ($K/Year):
Family Housing ($K/Year):
Area Cost Factor:

CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visit):
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare:
Activity Code:

Homeowner Assistance Program:
Unique Activity Information:

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: COLUMBUS, MS

1896

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

1897

1998 1989 2000
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 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 o Y]
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 0 0

Perc Family Housing ShutDown:

3.6
9
9,8
2,8
1.

20

2.4
8
24,8

5,6
1.

20

Y

20

(=]

55
47
13

70
00

.8%

No
No

44
43
88

36
00
9%
81

es
No

01

|
ggeocoooooooo
I

oo oo

"



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department
Option Package :
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

Reese

: Air Force

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REED9002.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION

Name: LAUGHLIN, TX

1-Time
1-Time

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

($K) :
($K):

“Construction Schedule(%):

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

Name: RANDOLPH, TX

($K):
($K):

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save {$X):
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
tand (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

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

Name: REESE, TX

($K):
($K):

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MiiCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save (3K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

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

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 4] 0 0 1] o

4] 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 V] 0 o]

0 0 0 0 0 0

0 o] 0 0 0 0

0 ¢} 0 0 0 0
10% 90% 0%~ 0% 0% 0%
100% 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 a 4]

0 0 0 [¢] 0 [¢]
[ Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1996 1997 1998 1899 2000 2001

0 0 0 0 o] o

0 0 0 0 0 0

4] 0 0 0 4] 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

0 0 0 ] 4] 0

0 o 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 o] 0
10% 90% o% 0% 0% 0%
100% 0% 0% 0% o% 0%
g o] o 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 o 0

0 0 0 0 o] 0

0 0 o] 0 Q 0

0 0 0 0 0 0
¢] Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

7,000 15,000 0 0 0 0

0 0 o} Y] 0 0

0 o] 0 0 0 0

v} 0 0 0 1] 0

0 0 0 o] 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 o]

0 0 o 0 o] 0

o] 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 1,500 1,500 1,500 1.500

0 o] 0 0] 0 0
100% 0% o% 0% ox% 0%
0% 100% 0% 0% 0% 0%
1.200 0 V] 0 0 0
0 o} 0 0 0 o

0 0 0 0 0 0

o} 0 ] ] 0 0

o} 0 o} 0 0 0
1,860 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 100.0%



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 6
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department
Option Package :
Scenario File
Std Fctrs File :

Reese

: Air Force

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS95\COM-AUDT\REEQ9002.CBR
C:\COBRA\REPORTI5\RECOMEND\F INAL . 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-MilCon Reqd{$K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost(%$K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

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

Name: BASE X

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-Mi lCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

(3K):
(3K):

Construction Schedule(%):

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

Name: SHEPPARD, TX

1-Time Unique Cost
1-Time Unique Save
1-Time Moving Cost ($K):
1-Time Moving Save ($K):
Env Non-MitCon Reqd($K):
Activ Mission Cost ($K):
Activ Mission Save ($K):
Misc ‘Recurring Cost($K):
Misc Recurring Save($K):
Land (+Buy/-Sales) ($K):

($K):
($K):

Construction Schedule(%):

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

1996

[»HeoNeN-NoNoNeNaleNa)

10%
100%

Ooo0oo0o

1986

[
1
[
'

1
10

1996

[~R=jeNoNeNoNoNoNeNe]

10%
100%

ooocoo0oo

1997

[7e]
COO0O0O0OQOOODODOODOOOOD

e

Perc

1997

Perc

1997

[« BoNoloNoNoNeNal

9

2 e

(ol eNoleolaNeNolleNel

Perc

1998 1999 2000 2001

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

- 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 o] 0

0 0 0 0
0% 0% 0% o%
0% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 o 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 4] 0

] 1] 0 0

0 0 0 0
Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1998 1998 2000 2001
0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

[¢] g ] o

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 o}
o% 0% 0% 0%
0% 0% 0% o%

0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0

0 ] 0 0

0 0 4} 0

o] 0 0 0
Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%

1998 1999 2000 2001

0 0 0 0

o 0 0 0

Q 0 0 ju]

0 0 0 0

0 0 o] 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%
o% 0% 0% 0%

0 0 0 0

0 0 v} 0

0 0 0 0

0 o] 0 0

0 0 o] 0
Family Housing ShutDown: 0.0%



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 7
Data As Of 07:55 D4/06/1995, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department . Air Force
Option Package : Reese

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\REE(9002.CBR
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTIS\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL INFORMATION

Name: REESE, TX

off Force Struc Change:
Enl Force Struc Change:
Civ Force Struc Change: ]
Stu Force Struc Change:
Off Scenario Change:

Enl Scenario Change:

Civ Scenario Change:

0ff Change(No Sal Save):
Enl Change(No Sal Save):
Civ Change(No Sal Save):
Caretakers - Military:
Caretakers - Civilian:

OO0 0O0O0D0O0O0OOWLMOO

INPUT SCREEN SIX - BASE PERSONNEL

Name: BASE X
1996
Off Force Struc Change: 0
Enl Force Struc Change:
Civ Force Struc Change:
Stu Force Struc Change:
Off Scenario Change:
Enl Scenario Change:
Civ Scenario Change:
Off Change(No Sal Save):
Enl Change(No Sal Save):
Civ Change{(No Sal Save):
Caretakers - Military:
Caretakers - Civilian:

oo CoCoOOoOO0OOD

Name: SHEPPARD, TX
1996

Off Force Struc Change:
Ent Force Struc Change:
Civ Force Struc Change:
Stu Force Struc Change:
Off Scenario Change:

Enl Scenario Change:

Civ Scenario Change:

off Change(No Sal Save):
Enl Change(No Sal Save):
Civ Change(No Sal Save):
Caretakers - Military:
Caretakers - Civitian:

[ol=NoNoloNoleNoNoRoloNo]

1997
0

0

0

0
-30
-187

N
oO0ocooom

INFORMATION

1997

CO0OO0OO0OMOODOOOO

1997

-
omn
[« IS Mo r]

COO0OO0OOO0OOOO

OO0OO0OOCOoOO0ODOO0OO0O

1988

[=NolaNoleNoleRoNeN-]

ey
w
w
o+]

[=R=NoNoloNolololNeNololol

OO0 O00O0O0O0CO0O00OO0O

1998

CoOoOOOOOoOOODO0OLDO O

1998

o

OO0 00DO0OO0OO0O0ODOO

2000

OO OoOOOOLOO

2000

CO0OO0ODODODOO0COODOOO

N
o
[=2
[=)

CODO0ODOO0DOOQOOQO

2001

OCO0O0OO0OO0OOLOOOO

2001

OO0 O00O0OODO0OO0O0O

OO0OO0O00LO0OO0OODO0OO0COO



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8
Data As Of 07:55 04/06/1985, Report Created 10:46 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Reese

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL

Percent Officers Married: 76.80%
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90%
Enlisted Housing MilCon: 80.00%
Officer Salary($/Year): 78.668.00
Off BAQ with Dependents($): 7.,073.00
Enlisted Salary($/Yvear): 36,148.00
Enl BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00
Avg Unemploy Cost($/Week): 174.00

Unemp loyment Eligibility(Weeks): 18

Civilian Salary($/Year): 46,642.00

Civilian Turnover Rate: 15.00%
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00%
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00%
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00%

SF File Desc: Final Factors

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TWO - FACILITIES

RPMA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93
BOS Index (RPMA vs population): 0.54
(Indices are used as exponents)

Program Management Factor: 10.00%
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00
APPDET.RPT Inflation Rates:

1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1898: 3.00%

: C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\COM-AUDT\REEDS002.CBR
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL .SFF

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION

Material/Assigned Person(iLb): 710
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14,500.00
HHG Per Enl Family (Lb): 9,000.00
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00
HHG Per Civilian (Lb): 18,000.00
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00

Air Transport ($/Pass Mile): 0.20
Misc Exp ($/Direct Employ): 700.00

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FOUR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION

Category . UM $/um
Horizontal (SY) 0
Waterfront (LF) 0
Air Operations (SF) o]
Operational (SF) 0
Administrative (SF) 0
School Buildings {SF) 0
Maintenance Shops (SF) 0
Bachelor Quarters (SF) 0
Family Quarters (EA) 0
Covered Storage (SF) ¢]
Dining Facilities (SF) 0
Recreation Facilities (SF) 0
Communications Facil (SF) g
Shipyard Maintenance (SF) 0
ROT & E Facilities (SF) 0
POL Storage (BL) 0
Ammunition Storage (SF) o
Medical Facilities (SF) o]
Environmental () 0

Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00%
Priority Placement Service: 60.00%
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00%
Civilian PCS Costs ($): 28,800.00
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 0.00
Nat Median Home Price($): 114,600.00
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00%
Max Home Sale Reimburs($): 22,385.00
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00%
Max Home Purch Reimburs($): 11,191.00
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00%
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.80%
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00%
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00%
RSE Homeowner Receiving Rate: 0.00%
Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 0.00%
Info Management Account: 0.00%
MitCon Design Rate: 0.00%
MilCon SIOH Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Contingency Plan Rate: 0.00%
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 0.00%
Discount Rate for NPY.RPT/ROI: 2.75%
Inflation Rate for NPV.RPT/ROI: 0.00%
1999: 3.00% 2000: 3.00% 2001: 3.00%
Equip Pack & Crate($/Ton): 284.00
Mil Light vehicle($/Mile): 0.43
Heavy/Spec Vehicle($/Mile): 1.40
POV Reimbursement($/Mile): 0.18
Avg Mil Tour Length (Years): 4.10
Routine PCS($/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00
One-Time Off PCS Cost($): 9,142.00
One-Time Ent PCS Cost($): 5,761.00
Category UM $/uM
other (SF) 0
Optional Category B () 0
Optional Category C ( ) 0
Opticnal Category O () 0
Optional Category E () 0
Optional Category F () 0
Optional Category G () o]
Optional Category H () 0
Optional Category I () 0
Optional Category J () 0
Optional Category K () 0
Optional Category L { ) 0
Optional Category M ( ) 0
Optional Category N () 4]
Optional Category O () 0
Optional Category P () 0
Optional Category Q ( ) o]
Optional Category R ( ) 0



ADDER ECONOMIC IMPACT REPORT (ADDER v5.08) - Page 2
Report Created 09:39 03/01/1995

Installation: KELLY

State: TX Service: AIR FORCE Year: 1996

Current Base Pers- Off: 801, Enl: 3.419, Civ: 12,678, Stu: 0
Action: REALIGNED

1994 1995 1896 1997 1998 1988 2000 2001

Mil Reloc(OUT) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Dis (ouT) (i o o 0 44 0 0 0
Civ Reloc(OUT) 0 0 0 4] 0 0 0 0
Cciv Dis (OUT) 0 0 0 0 486 0 0 0
Stu Reloc(OUT) ] 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Mil Reloc (IN) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o
civ Reloc (IN) 1] 0 0 0 0 1] o] (4]
Stu Reloc (IN) 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 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 EID 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 EID 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 EID reflects the actual employment impact “ins” of the 485th redirect. The
COBRA numbers and EID 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 Kirtland 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 EID reflects the actual employment impact “ins” of the 485th redirect. The
COBRA numbers and EID numbers should not match.

~ T
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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 EMTE and the DNA move from Kirtland. It appears you only counted the COBRA
numbers from the DNA move.

Sheppard 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 JAP AGS- Numbers have been reduced very slightly in the EID 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 EID numbers should not match. Finally, the military EID “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 EID are located at attachment 2. They reflect very
slightly changed military manpower increases, and somewhat different mix of trainees.
Economic area employment impact percentage remain the same and there is a very slight
increase in economic area employment.

C:\MSOFFICE\WWINWORDNOFFICENALL-BASENNS.DOC
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THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STRLLT SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504 v o
ALAN J. DIXON, CHAIRMAN

. COMMISSIONERS: %M =7

Apnl 10, 1995 AL CORNELLA

REBECCCA COX
GIN J. B. DAVIS, USAF (RCT)
5. LEE KLING
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA, USN (RET)

Major General Jay Blume (Lt. Col. Mary Tripp) MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET)
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff WENO LOUISE ETEELE

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

Dear Genersl Blume:

I am forwarding a letter regarding the proposed closure of Springficld-Beckley Air Guard
Station, Ohijo for your comment. The letter, submitted by Governor George Voinovich of Ohio,

raises several 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.

— 5. kAl
Francis A. Cinlle Jr, PE
Alir Force Team Lezder
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S7aTE OF OHIO
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
GEORGE V. VOINOVICH COLUMBUS 43266-050° //ﬂ
GOVERNOR o
March 31, 1985
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APR-10-190%

The Honorable Alan Dixon

Chairman , .
1995 Base Closure & Realignment Commission - e
1700 N. Moor Street, Suite 125

Arlington, Virginia 20009

Dear Senator Dixon:

I was disturbed to learn of the Air Force's
recommendation to realign Ohio Air National Guard units
from Springfield to Wright Patterson AFB as part of the
1995 base closure and realignment actions. This sane
proposal was proffered in 1993, only to be averturned
because it was not cost effective.

By the Air Force's own adnission, the cest savings in the

293 recommendation were grossly inaccurate. In the
Lnl-lal announcement, the cost of mov*ng the Sp:1r~fiel‘
units was estimeted at $3 millicn. urther eanalvsis ©

-

8§

’ o~

the proposal crojected moving ccs;a in excess c¢f 542
million. The &air Force =hen backed away Zfrom <the
propesal and recommended that the units stay in place
This course of action was upneld by the BRAC Commissicnh.

\

{

Little has changed over the past two years to warrant
+his recommendation. In fact, the Air Force Reserve unit
currently statiocned at Wright Patterson Air Force Base
has been upgraded from a group to a wing and has expanded
into many of the facilities targeted for use by the Air
National Guard in the last proposal.

As I understand it, the next step in this process will be
a site analysis of the proposal to validate its cost
effectiveness. I urge your support in ensuring full
disclosure by the Air Force of 1its methods for
determining cost effectiveness and a free and open
exchange of information at all levels of the Rir Force as
we move forward on this issue,

14:54 03 635 0536 g
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With regard to the military value of the proposal, I feel
both readiness and . recruiting will suffer if the Air
National Guard is relocated to an active installation. The
Air Cuard enjoys superior facilities and a strong community
recruiting base in Springfield. Movement to WPAFB will
isolate the units . from the - community and result:- in

‘axpensive, unnecessary military construction to adequately

housa the Guard.

_The strength of the National Guard lies in its direct ties

to the community. This method of stationing America’s
community-based dafense force has not only served us well,
it has proven to bae the most economical way to recruit,
retain, and maintain National Guard operations. Upon close
scrutiny of this proposal, I know you and members of the
Commission will feel the same way.

Sincerely
7
/

A v'
i

Governcz’

—y—— = =~

SR G

P. 06



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

yd pen 1999

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

FROM: HQ USAF/RT

SUBJECT: USAF BRAC ‘95 ANG Informati ,950405-9

—
This letter responds to the letter from George V. Voinovich, Governor 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 Reserve (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 bv AFRES during its conversion to C-
141s. BRAC 95 and BRAC 95 have no correlation to each other in comparisons.

Governor Voinovich voices a continuing concern of the ANG in his last two paragraphs.
trong community support. visibility, and a good recruiting base are some of the aspects of o
strong ANG unit. However. while the ANG feels remaining in civilian communities is the idez!
situation, there are onlv sc many defense doliars for maintenance of infrastructure. Qur analvs:s
showed it was more cost erfective to reiocate the ANG units from Springfield-Beckiev Municipz.
Ailrport to Wright Patterson AFB. We reviewed all our air reserve component actions with
reference to these issues, and are confident they are accounted for.

[ trust this information will adequately cover the governor’s concerns when comparing
BRAC’93 to BRAC 95 and will help the Base Closure Commission in their deliberations.

Yy

D. BLUME, 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 33

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 ;
703-696-0504

March 21, 1995

Ploass rafer 1o this number
when reeponding 350 23— 2

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:

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

Larry 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
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March 15, 1995 (06) 353-3945

Wassonor T ITE R
[ o B o s

“:e Honorzxble Alan Dixon -

Zialrmzn

ZzZenss Base Closure and Realignment Commission
Z72C Nczrth Moore Street, Suite 1425

Tzsslyn, Virginia 22209

M-. Chairman:

Z == writing to request that the Base Closure an: Z=z_ignment
Imm=ission (BRAC) undertake a special review of ndé=rcraduate
celiberations.

T__cT Training (UPT) as a part of the Commissior =
Ww-_l= this functional area represents only a smz_ . Dorzion of the
Zzmexztzent of Defense (DoD)-wide base closure re:czmeria%tions,
T=..cT training is a vital component of our milit:z-v strength and

_——

zr Izpcrtant factor in maintaining military reac_:z=ss.

I-=r Toz past two weeks, I have completed a prel: zimzr- analysis
= T== Zata used by the Joint Cross Service CGrou:r == UZT and the

-_—— ——
Y —— PR

==~ Zorce data and analysis. I have had the surm:izT ¢ experts

A — —_— .

= T=e Zield of pilot training in this endeavor, :ni iz is clear

Zr== our analysis that there are major errors ir zz= TzD

- - m———— v —

z7zlvsis. There are substantial factual errors .: i=zzrtant data
such as airspace availability for traininc wezzZer and
o

sures of merit. There are also flaws - Thz znalysis

vou will find a brief White Paper which :=z=3s <o

© the numerous errors of fact and flaws ir -z== znalytical
mzi2i. This analysis is preliminary and, as furz:zr anzlysis is
cz=pl=ts, I will share it with the BRAC commissicr=rs znd staff.
Zzizvear, I do believe the enclosed paper documenz: e~rcr-s in the
Dzl znalysis which represent a substantial deviaz.znm from the

ci Zelines for base closure analysis.

- -

T-.5 1s a matter of great concern to me. I belis-= <hz= *he DoD
amzlytical model has generated an outcome which i: illcgical and
im=ppropriate. Numerous senior Air Force officer:. Dozh active
duTy and retired, have contacted me to let me knc: that in their
Juizcment, Reese Air Force Base is the premier pil—z =rezining base
wiznin the Air Education and Training Command. T:iev hzve
Imiicated that the analysis used to select Reese :z =hsz UPT base
I z= closed is flawed.




The Honorable Alan Dixon
March 15, 1995
Page 2

I would appreciate an opportunity to discuss ti.:z mazter at your
earliest convenience. Also, I would be pleased Zc mset with
appropriate staff members of the Commission to -zview our

analysis.

. Larry Cémbest
1C/lec i \jx

Enclosure
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON, DC

B3 pp 7995

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo)

FROM: HQ USAF/RT
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.

() loamert

D. BLUME JR, Major General, USAF
Special Assistant to Chief of Staff
for Realignment and Transition

Attachment:
Air Force Point Paper




RESPONSE TO
“PRELIMINARY REVIEW OF AIR FORCE AND JOINT CROSS
SERVICE GROUP ANALYSES, REESE AIR FORCE BASE”
MARCH 15, 1995

INTRODUCTION
Purpose

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
fully below, the Air Force does not believe there is any merit to this
contention. Reese was considered in the Undergraduate Flying Training
(UFT) subcategory. It 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 analyze. 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 at 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 BRAC 95 PROCESS
Rules of Engagement

The Secretary of Defense established eight BRAC criteria that the
Services 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.

. COST & _.
IMPLICATIONS
V.
171 333
25/ 275
204/ 69
15/ 259 4 27021 2.0%
141 254 1 3028/ 9.4%
ARSPACE T ASBESTOS
WEA
THER OFRBASE HOUSING
ARABD
PAVEMENTS EDUCATION
HOUSING TRANSPORTATION

NFRASTRUCTURE
: “QUALITY OF UFE”

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 Processes

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 at 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 JCSG Process

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 officer 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.

J

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 aggregate scores.




The BCEG Process

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.

AVERAGE 59 §
FUNCTIONAL 6.4
VALUE ¢4

gldll
COLUMBUS LAUGHLIN 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.

CRITERION I;: MISSION
l_lle:sn&cﬁxﬁ

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

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.

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 canceled/rescheduled.” The
number put into the model was the monthly average of the total attrition for
the aircraft stationed at each base. It was based on a one-year look-back at
actual attrition data. Reese benefited from its short experience with the T-
T’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 at
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-1s, 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 functions 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.

Airfield Pavements

The JCSG included airfield pavement data in its model. It 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 BRAC Adequate rating can have no 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.

CRITERION II: FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE
Perspective
The focus in Criteria II-VIII shifted to the BCEG analysis rather than
the JCSG. Criterion II 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 II. The LCC focused on

base housing and infrastructure. They also identified age of facilities as a
concern.

H .-' Q lolo

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

10




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 will 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 may 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 four consecutive “outstanding” ratings from our Command Inspector
General.

Housing Availabilit

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.

Infrastructure

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
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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.

\ ¢ Buildi

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.

CRITERION VII: COMMUNITY SUPPORT
Perspective

- 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.

Off-Base Housing Affordabilit

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
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precisely on the question at 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. It 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 at Reese and Randolph were eligible for
VHA payments. None were eligible at 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 VHA survey which was used, focused on Air Force
people and captured data on off-base housing costs and other issues affecting
them.

Off-Base Housing Suitabilit

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.

Student-Teacher Ratio

BRAC data correctly reflected Lubbock’s maximum student-teacher
ratio as 35:1. The LCC took exception. Quoting state law, they contended
the Lubbock maximum student-teacher ratio was 22:1, while the actual ratio
was 16.8:1. The state standard they quoted applied only to grades K-5. The
local school district set the maximum ratio at 35:1 for grades 6-12.

- o emm—-
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Education O uniti

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.

Transportation

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.

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.

CRITERION VIII: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
Perspective
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.
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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 functional
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.
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 37
ARLINGTON. VA 22209
703-696-0504
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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 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 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
infrastrueture;-I.would appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation no later than
arch 31, 1995. TBhank you for your assistance in this matter.

Smce?/ _
2

b
1

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr, PE

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

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (M. Frank Cirillo)
FROM: HQ USAF/RT
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.

"We still owe you the TRC report and will send it as soon as possible.

() plamey

. BLUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
cial Assistant to the CSAF for
Realignment and Transition




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE

HEADQUARTERS AIR FORCE MATERIEL COMMAND
WRIGHT-PATTERSON AIR FORCE BASE, OHIO

51 M1
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MEMORANDUM FOR HQ USAF/RT

FROM: HQ AFMC/XP
4375 Chidlaw Road, Suite 6
Wright-Patterson AFB OH 45433-5006

SUBJECT: Request for AFMC 21 Study Information

1. Inresponse to the BRAC Commission request for AFMC 21 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 21 study. There are some
caveats relating to the AFMC 21 study which you need to be aware of. The AFMC 21 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 AFMC/XPX, DSN 787-2622.

E!MELNEL. ATVINI

Brigadier General, USAF
Director of Plans

Attachment:
AFMC 21 Final Report Extract
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AFMC 21 FINAL REPORT
I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The AFMC 21 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 structure 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 FY95-99 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 infrastucture (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 AFMC/XPX, with
representatives at the O-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 datza being gathered by AFMC and used valid data from previous activities to help structure
the study's options. The TWSM philosophy was accommodated to the maximum extent possible in the
study. In addidon to a weapon system 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 vanous closure and realignments under study
were accomplished by the Centers with the Cost of Base Realignment Action (COBRA) model. The study
insttuted a certification process, to validate the accuracy and completeness of data used in the AFMC 21
cffort.

The Working Group established planning guidelines to assure consistency in the study. The
guidelines were focused on baseline documents/data sources, transfers of programs/workloads from
losing to gaining sites, and weatment of tenant units.

To enable the study participants to highlight 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 management.
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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/realignment 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 closure/realignment actions can only be realized 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
21 estimates.

c. The AFMC Downsizing in Place strategy offers a more cost effective alternative to the
considerably more expensive closure/realignment approach. Downsizing in Place 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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D. OPTION 3--DOWNSIZE IN PLACE EXECUTIVE AGENT

FOR AEROSPACE

1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION 3

To provide an assessment of downsizing in place, as an alternative to closure/realignment
actions, the Working Group established Option 3. This option would enable AFMC to retain the
necessary infrastructure to serve as DOD Executive Agent for Aerospace, while still reducing excess

capacity-
Under this option, each center reviewed and updated its Resource Management Plan

. The RMP is tracked as part of the Command's metric reporting system, recording divestitures

(disposals plus banking) of faciliies. AFMC has a Command-wide goal of reducing facility square
footage by 10% by the end of FY97, using FY92 as the bascline. By the end of FY93, AFMC had

divested 3.8 million square feet of facilities, or 5.8% of the FY92 bascline.
2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION 3

After the AFMC 21 review and update, the total projected divestitures by the end of FY97
reached 11.6% - 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
options. The total square footage to be divested by the end of FY97 (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 alternatve and preferred approach for “right
sizing" our infrastructure to meet future needs.

E. OPTION 4 -INDIVIDUAL CLLOSURES

1. DESCRIPTION OF OPTION 4

Option 4 was established to provide a "level playing field" assessment of cach 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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Under Option 4, AFMC's major functions were relocated individually as follows:

-- For the Wright-Patterson AFB closure (Option 4a), ASC's acquisition functions were
wransferred to the corresponding TWSM partner at the ALCs (i.e. C-17 to SA-ALC, F-22 to SM-
ALC, etc.). Wright Laboratory and the Armstrong Lab's Crew Systems Directorate were moved
to Eglin AFB. The Armstong Lab's Human Resources and Occupational and Environmental
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
mansferred to the corresponding TWSM partner at the ALCs, with the exception of MILSTAR
which moved to Los Angeles AFB. The Phillips Lab Geophysics Directorate moved to Kirtland
AFB, and the Rome Lab's Electromagnetics Directorate moved to Wright-Patterson AFB.

-- For the Brooks AFB closure (Option 4c), HSC and the Armstrong Lab relocated to
Kelly AFB.

-- For the Los Angeles AFB closure (Option 4d), SMC moved to Kirtland AFB.

-- For the Tinker AFB closure (Option 4¢), OC-ALC's depot maintenance and
management functions relocated to the remaining ALCs, with most of the work going to SA-
ALGC, due to engine and large aircraft workload alignments at both OC-ALC and SA-ALC.

-- For the Hill AFB closure (Option 4f), O0-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 10 OC-ALC, due to
engine 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 4l), the AFFTC functions were moved to Eglin
AFB. The Phillips Lab's Rocket Propulsion Directorate was moved 1o Kirtland AFB, but the
large rocket en gine test stands remained at Edwards in an enclave.

-- For the Rome Lab at Griffiss AFB closure (Option 4m), the Rome Lab's functions
were moved to Hanscom AFB.

- Amold AFB was judged to be irreplaceable and was not studied for closure.
Discussion item 25 provides details on this exclusion.

2. ASSESSMENT OF OPTION4

Cost analysts at the closing installations used the COBRA model to compute the estimated
costs for implementing the individual closures in this option. With the exception of Kirtland AFB

: (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 are shown in figure 6, and range from §$.16 billion to

$2.548 billion. To put some of these costs in perspective, the reader is reminded that the total estimated
one-time cost to implement all the DOD actions in BRAC '93 was $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 C4], 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 contary to the Joint Staff's "C4] for
the Warrior" concept and the Air Force's strategy for supporting this concept.  C4l should
be meated as a single product line, with consolidated acquisition, RDT&E, and sustainment
management where reasonably possible.- The proposed separation of C41 programs is not the
most logical or efficient way 1o 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
wansition from acquisition management to sustainment management of weapon systems.
Collocation with organic depot repair offers numerous advantages: it creates a link between
sustainment managers and depot repair activities similar to that which exists between acquisition
managers and prime vendors; it enables system engineers to improve product reliability and 1o
reduce depot repair costs; and it creates synergy in the area of exchangeable components.
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Overall, collocation of sustainment management with organic depot repair is of greater value in
the long term support of weapon systems.

To sum up Option 4, significant one-time closure costs are associated with the closure of
any of AFMC's installations, with no closure paying back within a 20 year period. The individual
closures stdied under Option 4 do not appear to be a feasible approach for TFSUUCturing AFMC's
infrastructure. As was the case with Options 1, 2a and 2b, closure of AFMC installations surfaces critical

jssues (Engine Depot Consolidaton, C4], etc.).

- =
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 37
ARLINGTON. VA 22209
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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 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

W@prepmed in September 1994 and the revised findings prepared in
March 1995.

- In order to assist the Commission in its review of [abs. test and evaluation and depot
' infrastructure, I would appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation no later than
~March 31, 1995. Thank vou for your assistance in this matter.
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Francis A. Cinllo, Jr., PE

Air Force Team Leader




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

‘11 APR 1995

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.

) tboen

D. BLUME, Ir.
Maj Gen, USAF
Special Assistant to the CSAF for
Base Realignment and Transition

n\.:..;«;-ﬂ-mf‘n\mvw\ﬂvl(.rzn ULt Butocovrieq 0500 /0/770/“‘/




DEPARTMENT OF THE 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 CSAF for
Base Realignment and Transition

cocrowsTion: £770
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

P,

March 22, 1995

Mzjor 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 21
study. Iam requesting a copy of the executive summmary documenting the overall AFMC 21 study
vesults. Also please provide a copy of the Technical Repair Ceater (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
infrastructure, I would appreciate a copy of the above mentioned documentation no later than
March 31, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Francis A. Cirillo, Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader

MAR-23-1995 @9:24 A3 696 B536 P.B82




DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION

1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209

703-696-0504 3?

Pisase rafer to this
March 22, 1995 WHST FEnnondine éﬁnémas -‘233' Y 7

Major General Jay Blume C A™w" LT Sei Mazy Trapp D

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 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 Commission in its review of this data, I would appreciate your
written analysis no later than Agril 3, 1995. Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

Sincerely,

Francis A. Cirillo Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE 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

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 contact, Lt Col Louise Eckhardt, DSN

225-4578
)’?B‘LUME, JR., Maj Gen, USAF
ecial Assistant to the CSAF for

Realignment and Transition

Attachment:

Table of environmental costs




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE
WASHINGTON DC
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4 APR 1995
MEMORANDUM FOR AF/RT

FROM: HQ USAF/CEP

SUBJECT: Air Logistic Center (ALC) Environmental Cleanup - AF/RT 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

ALC:s is attached.

G. HAMMOND MYERS II%{

Chief, Plans and Polictv Division
Attachments:

1. ALC Cost to Complete
2. AF/RT Tasker/Routing Sheet




Air Logistic Centers
Cleanup Cost To Complete

* Includes cost of pump and treat systems

Installation Expected | Costto Complete - | Pump & Treat | Timing. Costs

Completion | FY 95 to Complete* Required FY ($K)

FY ($K)
McClellan AFB, CA 2034 | % 705,446.00 Yes 2034 | $ 130,661.00
Robins AFB, GA 2011 $ 71,938.00 Yes 2000 | $ 1.512.00
Tinker AFB, OK 2023 $ 249,007.00 Yes L 2018 | $ 36,600.00
Kelly AFB, TX 2023 $ 181,949.00 Yes L 2023 | $ 95,000.00
Hill AFB, UT 2050 $ 235,858.00 Yes j 2050 | $ 110,000.00
|
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 3?
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425
ARLINGTON, VA 22209
703-696-0504

Ploass reler o thie number A
March 22, 1995 win reaponding A5O3 -2

ettt ettt e Sermama

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 from 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 respectfully request this information (both in ~_

hardcopy and in electronic format on disk) be provided to this office no later #fan April 15, 1995. )
Thank you for your assistance in this matter.

e

Sincerel

\\J
\\w——-‘

) e
Francis A. anllo\Jr., PE
Air Force Team Leader
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE

Syl |Qﬁ‘w

RS RERY

13 aPR 1005

HQ USAF/RT
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

) Selome
A

LUME, Jr.
ajor General, USAF
Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff
for Base Realignment and Transition

Attachments:
1. Hardcopy Cobra
2. Electronic Cobra

Y
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‘ . COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/2

Data As Of 10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force

Option Package : Grand Forks Comm

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAQ9601.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

Starting Year : 1996
Final Year : 1998
ROI Year : 1999 (1 Year)

NPY in 2015($K):-1,088,655
1-Time Cost($K): 81,397

Net Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Mi LCon -5,232 20,455 0 0 0
Person 0 6.615 -18,292 -62,501 -62,501
Overhd 1,733 863 -19,359 -25,084 -25,084
Moving 0 15,710 1,008 0 0
Missio 0 0 o] 0 0
Other 2,000 2,626 2,344 0 o
TOTAL -1,499 46,269 -34,299 -87,585 -87.585
1896 1997 1998 1999 2000

POSITIONS ELIMINATED

off 0 0 128 0 1}

Enl 0 0 1,469 0 0

Civ 0 0 116 0 0

ToT 0 0 1,713 0 0
POSITIONS REALIGNED

off 0 388 0 0 0

Enl 0 1,966 o 0 0

Stu o 0 0 0 o

Civ 0 309 0 0 0

ToT 0 2,663 0 o 0
Summary:

THIS COBRA RUN WAS REQUESTED BY THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT
COMMISSION. 1IT DOES NOT REFLECT AIR FORCE POSITION

Close Grand Forks AFB. In addition to BOS savings, this COBRA takes a
savings for missile Wing/Group overhead and missile security like the

Air Force recommendation COBRA for Grand Forks AFB. All costs and savings
associated with the Air Force operating MacDill AFB remain as the

original Air Force Malmstrom AFB recommendation. Vehicles split between
Malmstrom and MacDill

oOoooo



Department

Option Package :

Scenario File
Std Fctrs File

COBRA REALIGNMENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/2

Data As Of 10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995

: Air Force
Grand Forks Comm

: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAOS601.CBR
¢ C:\COBRA\REPORT95\RECOMEND\FINAL . SFF

Costs ($K) Constant Dollars

‘Mi LCon

Person
Overhd
Moving
Missio

_ Other

TOTAL

Savings ($K) Constant Dollars

Mi lCon
Person
Overhd
Moving
Missio
Other

TOTAL

1996 1997
3,268 29,412
0 10,984
3,851 7,236
0 19,408

0 0
2,000 2,626
8,118 69,664
1996 1997
8,500 8,957
0 4,368

2. 118 6,374
Q 3,696

0 0

0 0
10,618 23,395

1998

0
20,367
7,187
1,008
0

2,344

30,907

1998

0
38,659
26,546

0

0
o

65,205

1999

10,449
3,735

14,184

1999

72,950
28,819
0
0
0

101,769

2000

10,449
3,735
: 0

14,184
2000

72,950
28,819

101,769

2001

10,449
3,735
0

14,184
2001

72,950
28,819

101,769

404,524

101,769



Data As

Department

Option Package

Scenario File

Std Fetrs File :

Year
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2008
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015

NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA v5.08)

Of 10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995

: Air Force .
: Grand Forks Comm
: C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRAOS601.CBR

C:\COBRA\REPORTS5\RECOMEND \FINAL . SFF

Cost($)
-1,498,828
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

44,424,138
-32,049,678
-79,651,228
-77,518,443
-75,444,713
-73,425,512
-71,460,352
-69,547,788
-67,686,412
-65,874,853
-64,111,779
-62,385,892
-60,725,929
-59,100,661
-57,518,891
-55,979,456
-54,481,223
-63,023,088
-51,603,978

NPY($)
-1,478,632
42,945,506
10,895,827

-68,755,400
146,274,843
221,719,557
-295,145,069

~-366,605,421

-436,153,209
-503,839,620
-569,714 474
-633,826,253
-696,222,145
-756,948,074
-816,048,735
-873,567,627
-929,547,083
-984,028,306

-1,037,051,394
-1,088,655,373



' R TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08)
Data As Of 10:11 04/06/1995, Report Created 10:14 04/06/1995

Department : Air Force
Option Package : Grand Forks Comm

Scenario File : C:\COBRA\REPORT95\COM-AUDT\GRADSE01.CBR
Std Fetrs File : C:\COBRA\REPORTY5\RECOMEND\FINAL.SFF

(ALl values in Dollars)

Category

Construction
Military Construction
Family Housing Construction
Information Management Account
Land Purchases

Total - Construction

Personnel
Civilian RIF
Civilian Early Retirement
Civilian New Hires
Eliminated Military PCS
Unemp loyment

Total - Personnel

Overhead
Program Planning Support
Mothball / Shut