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Dear David: 

The community of Clovis, New Mexico is grateful for the amount of time and 
effort your team has spent on the Cannon AFB issue. It is clear that the Commission staff 
is doing their best to rationalize the Air Force's data and military judgment. However, in 
the case of Cannon AFB, it is imperative that I state for the record, that the Clovis 
community remains unsatisfied with the Air Force data-collection process and their 
responses to the community since the release of the BRAC list. I want to share with you, 
one final time, the results of the community data finding, and give you an insight into this 
community's experience working with the Air Force to answer our most basic questions. 

It is clear to us, based on ongoing communication with the Air Force 
Clearinghouse and senior members of the Air Force BRAC team, that Cannon's numbers 
look significantly and conspicuously lower than its peer group base numbers as well as 
those of many non-fighter bases. Similarly, communication and feedback from the Air 
Force to our queries never adequately explained the justifications behind their numbers or 
effectively rebutted our community numbers. Instead, the community has received 
sporadic and incomplete data, or large volumes of excel spreadsheets that are not in the 
format requested. 

Our community team includes extremely talented analysts and economists that 
have years of BRAC experience. They understand the process used by the Air Force to 
convert raw data into weighted scores for comparative and ranking purposes. They 
remain astonished that the Air Force could utilize scores dramatically lower then 
Cannon's peer bases in almost all sub-elements. 

The attachments will summarize our case that the Air Force data related to 
Cannon AFB is wrong and should justify Cannon's removal from the closure list. We 
believe the data was intentionally lowered to reduce one of three CONUS based F-16 
bases given the Air Force's plans to retire the F-16. This strategy ignored Cannon's key 
attributes, including its infrastructure, ramp space, freedom from encroachment, and it's 
usability for its existing fighter mission or other DoD uses, including options for new 
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Background 
NRL's mission is the performance of military R&D with a focus on long-term science and 

technology. Its physical plant and base operations support (BOS) functions (e.g., facilities, supply, 
procurement, finance, and personnel) exist solely to support this mission. 

In 1997, the Naval District Washington (NDW) proposed assuming control of NRL's physical plant. 
The Assistant Secretary of the Navy for Research, Development and Acquisition (ASN [RDA]) recognized 
that control of laboratory buildings, structures, and other physical assets were essential to NRL7s research 
mission, and that no world-class research institution could exist without them. The ASN(RDA) rejected the 
proposal and stated: 

"NRL is a Secretary of the Navy corporate activity that has been assigned unique Navy-wide and national 
responsibilities ... Real property and BOS functions integral to the research and industrial functions at NRL will 
remain with the Commanding Officer." 

The Issue 
One of BRAC-05's Joint Basing proposals gives NDWfuIl installation management of NRL, 

Bolling Air Force Base, and the Anacostia Naval Station by transferring all physical assets to NDW at the 
Washington Navy Yard and consolidating financial, personnel, supply, and procurement functions of all 
organizations into one joint base. In short, NRL moves from the historical and highly successful 
management structure where it controlled its own facilities and support functions to a situation where it 
becomes a tenant on someone else's facility, where its priorities will be in direct competition with those of 
the other tenants. 

The Risks 
NRL is qualitatively different from the other bases: Bolling Air Force Base, Washington Navy Yard, 

and Anacostia Naval Station. These bases have extensive Air Force and Navy family housing complexes, 
intelligence agencies, office buildings (Navy Sea Systems Command, Military Sealift Command, etc.), and 
hangar facilities and landing pads for Presidential helicopter support. NRL, on the other hand, is a major 
complex of highly sophisticated laboratories conducting some of the most advanced research in the world. 

R&D depends on the use of state-of-the-art, costly, high-precision equipment and facilities. 
Maintaining these facilities at the state of the art is made difficult by rapidly changing technology, and delays 
in modernization can translate into huge dollar losses and mission setbacks, and can jeopardize the viability 
of the laboratory. NRL's R&D facilities are sound and current, but the nature of the business requires their 
constant modification, funded largely by overhead dollars, in an order of priority best determined by the 
scientific managers of the Laboratory. Under the proposed system, NRL's R&D needs will be in direct 
competition with requirements for operating forces, housing, recreation, and headquarters functions. History 
demonstrates that long-term R&D needs do not fare well when in direct competition with short-term 
requirements; they are considered deferrable. With regard to establishing priorities for work, it should be 
noted that the senior miIitary official at NRL is a Navy Captain, while the other tenant commands on the 
proposed consolidated base are run by Admirals and Generals. 

NRL probably ranks among the world's top ten multi-disciplinary research laboratories. Its 
contributions to the Navy and the Nation are legendary. Among these are its invention and development of 
Navy radar in the U.S. during the 1920s and 1930s; its contributions to the war effort in the 1940s; its leading 
role in creating the Nation's space program in the 1950s and 1960s; its development and launch of the 
world's first reconnaissance spacecraft in 1960; its development in the 1960s and 1970s of the TIMATION 
space system that became the Global Positioning System; its being awarded the Nobel Prize in Chemistry in 
1985; its invention and development of fiber-optic sensors in the 1970s and 1980s; and its invention and 
development in the 1980s and 1990s of Specific Emitter Identification technology. These are but a few of 
thousands of scientific and technical outputs that have enabled the great Navy that we have today. 

Why would one take the risk of jeopardizing the productivity of what many experts believe is the 
"crown jewel"of the Federal in-house laboratory system and an organization that contributes so much to the 
Navy and the Nation? This is a special concern at a time when the nation's technological dominance is 
seriously challenged by global developments. 



missions such as UCAV, Airborne Laser, initial training base for the JSF, or for joint 
training options. 

David, you advised us to meet with the Air Force Clearinghouse staff to see what 
data and backup information they may have. Such a meeting was held with Mr. Fred 
Pease and two of his support staff on July 25th in Washington, D.C. However, they 
provided no Cannon specific MCI information at that time. Therefore, we formally 
requested this information in writing through Senator Domenici's office. We are today 
providing you with the narrative response from the Air Force Clearinghouse to this 
formal request (Attachment A), and the Clovis Community's analysis of the data released 
by the Clearinghouse (Attachment B). 

With regard to Attachment A, we have repeatedly asked for not only the MCI 
scores for Cannon, but also the raw data and calculations leading to those scores. The 
narrative response from the Air Force Clearinghouse to our specific request, which was 
taken from our MCI Methodology previously submitted to you, only partially explained 
the Air Force's process for obtaining the data for OSD Questions 1205, 1242, 1270 and 
1250; but neither validated the data nor defended the certification process at the base 
level. Most significantly, no supporting information or raw data was provided for any of 
these 4 questions. It should be noted in fact that for one question, number 1205 relating to 
buildable acres reported, the Air Force admitted that the community's additional data 
could 'qualify for consideration', but did not explain how or when this would occur. 

For the remaining questions in our request, the Clearinghouse response referred to 
an earlier e-mail attachment, which in fact had been mis-addressed and was not received 
by the community until August 3. When the data was finally received, it was found to 
contain 1 large spreadsheet with rolled up numerical scores for all 154 Air Force 
installations in each of the numerous elements comprising OSD Questions 1245, 1246, 
and 1266. These questions relate to proximity and attributes of airspace and ranges 
supporting the mission. I have provided you with the PDF file containing this 
spreadsheet via e-mail separate from this letter. Again, it is important to note that 
although referred to in the narrative response, data relating to OSD Question 1203 
(Access to Adequate Supersonic Airspace) was not included in the response and still has 
not been provided to us. 

The community's analysis of the incomplete data submitted by the Air Force 
Clearinghouse for OSD Questions 1245, 1246 and 1266 is summarized at Attachment B. 
This attachment includes a separate spreadsheet for each of the three questions comparing 
Cannon's rolled up numerical scores to other Air Force installations, and a list of specific 
reasons why we believe the data does not pass the "straight-face test". 



We respectfully submit that the numbers we have seen reinforce the contention 
that the recommendation to close Cannon was based on a numerical analysis that was 
flawed because the data used was incorrect, outdated and misleading. It presents a 
reasonable doubt as to the objectiveness and openness of the scoring process. In 
summary, the Air Force still has not released all the data requested; has not shown 
us any certification verification; and cannot defend the limited amount of data 
released. We believe the numbers are neither defensible nor consistent with what you 
and your colleagues saw on your site visit. In light of this reasonable doubt, and the 
unrecoverable economic impact to the region should this recommendation stand, we urge 
you to support a motion to remove Cannon from the recommendation for closure list. 

Again, I personally thank you for your receptivity to our case and your 
responsiveness in reviewing our analyses. We stand ready to respond to any further 
questions you may have. 

Sincerely, 

Randy Harris 
Chairman, 
Clovis Committee of 50 

Attachment A: Air Force Clearinghouse Response to Clovis Community Request 
Attachment B: Clovis Community Analysis of Air Force Clearinghouse Data 

CC: 
Mr. Frank Cirillo 
Mr. Bob Cook 
Mr. Ken Small ' 

Mr. James Aarnio 
Mr. Karl Gingrich 
Mr. Duke Tran 



Inquiry Response 

Re: BI-0172 (CT-0711) Cannon AFB MCI and COBRA Analysis 

Requester: Senator Dominici (Andrew Shulrnan) 

Reference: Meeting with Mr. Pease and Senator Dominici's Staff, Monday, July 25,2005, 10:OOAM 

Request: As discussed, I've (Mr. Shulman) attached a list of issues submitted for reviewlresponse 
from Air Force BRAC personnel. Since window for dialogue with the Commission is rapidly closing, 
we respectfully request a timely turn around of this request for information. 

Background: Mr. Shulman and various constituents and lobbyist from New Mexico met with Mr 
Pease to discuss scoring of Cannon Air Force Base by the Air Force during the Base Realignment and 
Closure Process. The issues provided by the New Mexico delegation can be referenced at attachment. 

Response: The opportunity to reiterate responses provided to the New Mexico delegation during 
Monday's meeting is appreciated. The following Air Force positions were also provided on Monday. 
The DoD submitted its recommendations 13 May 05 and can no longer change its recommendations. 
With that in mind, the best means to affect Commission closure and realignment recommendations is 
by dealing directly with the Defense Base Closure And Realignment Commission. 

1. Question 1242 - ATC Restrictions to Operations (See attachment for ful l  Inquiry question): 

The question as written asked: List total, actual, aircraft departure figures from the installation for 
CY03. Of the installation's total departures, how many departures were delayed greater than 30 
minutes attributable to Air Traffic Control (ATC) factors? The question was answered by the Wing 
Maintenance Operations center. 

Answer 1242 - The Base Closure Executive Group (BCEG) chose to use the computerized aircraft 
maintenance system (CAMS) as the best available measure of air traffic control affects on installations. 
Entries to the CANS database due to air traffic control are made with careful Wing deliberation. The 
length of delay, 30 minutes, was significant enough to further prompt a careful reckoning. Twenty 
percent of installations asked responded with entries. 

2. Questions 1245, 1246, 1203, 1266, 1203 - Range and airspace related data (See attachment for full 
Inquiry question): 

Answer 1245, 1246, 1203, 1266, 1203: The raw data was provided to Mr. Richard Joleen, e-mail 
richardioleen@aol.com, on Monday, 25 July 2005 for the community's use. The data provided 
included all raw scores, for all installations, used to compute range and airspace scores. To compute 
an accurate score, Cannon's score must be compared against the airspace and range capabilities of the 
best installation, anchored to the airspace and range capabilities for the least capable installation. It 
cannot be calculated individually without all other installation scores. 



Inquiry Response 

Re: BI-0172 (CT-0711) Cannon AFB MCI and COBRA Analysis 

3. Question 1205 - Buildable Acres of AirIIndustrial Operations (See attachment for full Inquiry 
question): The question provided all installations and referenced every available, certifiable source of 
information the installation possessed as of 30 September 2003. The list of sources follows: 

AF132-7062, AFI 32-7063, AFI 32-7084, AFI 91-201, UFC 3-260-1, Cultural Resource 
Management Plans, Natural Resource Management Plans, base comprehensive planning special 
plans and studies, Composite Constraints and Opportunities Plan, Land Use and Transportation 
Plan, other component plans as appropriate and comprehensive plan maps. Public Use Airport: 
Airport planning or Environmental Office; for small airports, the airport manager's office. 

Answer 1205: The uncertified 368 buildable acres for aidindustrial operations provided by the 
delegation was not on record as of 30 September 2003. As presented, the uncertified information still 
does qualify for consideration given guidelines established by the BCEG. 

4. Question 1250 - Area Cost Factor (See attachment for full Inquiry question): 

Answer 1250: The area cost factor is a DoD approved figure that all services currently use to compare 
the costs of operations at every installations. The BCEG accepted the area cost factor as the best 
comparative measure when considering all 154 installations it considered for realignment and closure. 

5. Question 1270 - Suitable Auxiliary Airfields Within 50 NM (See attachment for full Inquiry 
question) 

Answer: As discussed at the 25 May meeting, this question referred to the ability of an installation to 
support training as well as recovery of aircraft. Not having a separate airfield within 50 nautical miles 
impacts training and recovery opportunities and was therefore considered a discriminator by the BCEG 
without regard to whether a specific installation had more than a single runway. 

6. COBRA Model Community Excursion June 12,2005 (See attachment for full Inquiry question): 

Answer: The manpower savings from closing Cannon Air Force Base were calculated using the same 
COBRA process as all other Services and agencies. The DoD recommendations reflect the best 
estimate of savings for both manpower and infiastructure given OSD-directed computer tools and 
methodology. 

It is important to understand, as the Air Force evolves to support the future total force mission, it must 
reinvest manpower from BRAC in new missions just as it will reinvest the infrastructure savings in 
future weapon systems. The Cannon Air Force Base recommendation saves manpower by reducing 
headquarters overhead, base operating support, operational costs associated with retirement (non- 
BRAC programmatic) and reinvesting those manpower authorizations in new and emerging missions, 
placing manpower where it is needed most-in the improved mission capability of our fbture combat 
Airmen. 



Inquiry Response 

Re: BI-0172 (CT-0711) Cannon AFB MCI and COBRA Analysis 

Approved. 

Chief, Base Realignment and Closure Division 



MCI Scoring Calculations for Cannon Air Force Base 

Question 1242: ATC Restrictions to Operations 

Maximum Points 5.98 
Air Force Score 3.99 

Data was taken from the computerized aircraft maintenance system (CAMS). 

This measurement metric is inappropriate for tracking objective ATC delays. 
According to published Air Force documents, CAMS is a maintenance management 
and logistics command & control system, and therefore it is nearly impossible to 
determine if delays were in fact caused by ATC restrictions. 

Cannon has no ATC restrictions to contend with; therefore Cannon AFB should have 
received full points in this criterion. Please comment on any objective metric 
available to measure true ATC restrictions. 

Question 1245: Proximitv to Airspace Supporting Mission 

Maximum Points 22.08 
Air Force Score 6.04 

Request detailed scoring for each of the 12 elements of this question. 

Question 1246: Proximitv to Low Level Routes 

Max Points 7.25 
Air Force Score 2.64 

Cannon should receive maximum points - it has at least four low level route entries 
and eight low level route exits less than 50 miles from the base (WVR). 

Question 1270: Suitable Auxiliarv Airfields Within 50 NM 

Max Points 5.18 
Air Force Score 0 

The source for this formula from Department of the Air Force Analysis and 
Recommendations, BRAC 2005 is: "FLIP and Falcon View (or any other certijied 
flight planning software)". 

A query of FAA certified airfield data through FAA's Direct User Access Terminal 
(certified flight planning software) shows TWO runways at Cannon AEB: 

Runway 4/22 (10000' x 150') AND Runway 13/31 (8200' x 150'). 

Cannon AFB should have received 50 points in this criterion. 



Attachment B 
Community Analysis of Air Force Clearinghouse Data 

The Clovis Community's Analysis of the data provided by the Air Force Clearinghouse 
reinforces the contention that the recommendation to close Cannon AFB was driven by a 
numerical analysis that was flawed because the data reported was incorrect, outdated and 
misleading. We suggest the numbers as presented in the response to the community's 
request (see following summaries) do not pass the "straight-face test" when you consider 
that: 

1. The rolled up numbers for the most cost efficient base in ACC, and one with a 
stellar record of performance by any objective measure, are not just lower but 
significantly lower than not only other ACC bases but many non-fighter bases as 
weI1. 

2. The Air Force now states, and the BRAC Commissioners and staff saw for itself 
during the site visit, that the buildable acres number reported for Cannon was 
wrong and several other MCI scores were based on outdated (e.g., runway 
conditions) or misleading (e.g., operating hours) information; 

3. Operating hours alone counts for 15% to 50% of the score for three of the key 
questions relating to airspace and range attributes and, if reported correctly, would 
make a huge difference in Cannon's numerical score for those questions; 

4. Commissioners and staff saw and heard for themselves that Cannon has multiple 
VR and IR entry and exit points within 50 miles, and yet it inexplicably scored 
lower in the VR element than most other bases; even lower in VR than for its own 
IR entry and exit points; 

5. The Clearinghouse representatives stated to us in our meeting on July 25 that they 
accepted the data submitted by the base, and certified by the Wing Commander, 
and did not seek either to independently validate it, question any of it for 
reasonableness, or defend it to the BRAC staff; 

6. The Air Force has stated that, under last minute directive from DOD, it doubled 
its calculations for projected cost savings and reduced its calculations of projected 
economic impact at Cannon by almost 30% within a month prior to releasing its 
recommendation; 

7. The Air Force totally ignored the presence of an on-site cross runway and nearby 
municipal airport in favor or an arbitrary standard for an auxiliary airfield within 
50 miles (clearly favoring bases in densely populated regions despite the obvious 
encroachment issues these bases encounter); 

8. The Air Force continues to assert that CAMS was the best way to measure ATC 
restriction information even though Cannon controls its own departures and 
arrivals and has no ATC restrictions whatsoever, as Commissioners and staff 
again saw during their site visit; 

9. The Air Force continues to assert that 'area cost factor' is the best way to 
objectively measure costs at its bases when the real data shows just the opposite 
of what the 'area cost factor' implies for Cannon and the Clovis area; and 

10. The Air Force has still not released all the data requested (Question 1203); the 
Cannon data that has been released is not in the format originally submitted by the 



base, and has no certification verification; and what data the community does 
have has been released in piecemeal and incomplete fashion, too late in the 
process for the community to do an in-depth analysis. 



OSE Question 1245- Proximity to Airspace Supporting Mission 

Question 
1245 - 
Proximity 
To AS 

(% of 
Total) 

Op Hrs 

Lowest Highest 

I Against 
Highest) 

Hill Luke Cannon 
Rank 
Against 
Peers 
(1-5) 

Seymour 
Johnson 

(1 5%) 
Scoreable 35.2 2049.6 

(1 0%) 
AGWD 28.9 2416.2 
(1 1 .B%) 
Low 28.9 2172.9 
Angle 

(.75%) 
Live Ord 32.6 1486.9 

(3 %) 

IMC 1 28.9 1 1486.9 
(5%) 

(5%) 
Volume 20 2103.7 

(1 5%) 
Laser 10.9 3846.3 

(1  0%) 
Lights 11.8 3306.4 

(1 0%) 
Chaff 
(5%) 

Flare 
(5%) 



OSD Question 1246 - Proximity of Low Level Routes Supporting Mission 

Question 
1246- 

Low Level 
Routes 

Supporting 
Mission 
IR Entry 

Proximity 
Score 
(25%) 

VR Entry 
Proximity 

Score 
(25%) 
IR Exit 

Proximity 
Score 
(25%) 

VR Exit 
Proximity 

Score 
(25%) 

Shaw 

605.2 

743.1 

541.8 

82 1.2 

Lowest Hill Seymour 
Johnson 

Highest 

Against 
Peers 
(1-5) 

Cannon 
(% 

Against 
Highest) 



OSD Question 1266 -Range Complex Supports Mission 

Shaw Hill Luke Cannon 
Rank 

Against 
Peers 
(1-5) 

Question 
1266- 
Range 

Complex 

Lowest Seymour 
Johnson 

Supports 

Highest 

Mission 
Operating 

Hours 

Cannon 
(% 

Against 
Highest) 

(1 5%) 
Scoreable 

Range 
(1 0%) 
WD 
Air 

Ground 
(1 1 .25) 

WD 
Low 

Angle 
Strafe 
(.75%) 

WD-LO 
(3%) 
IMC 
Wpn. 
Rel. 
(5%) 
Elec. 

Combat 
(1 0%) 

Airspace 
Volume 
(1 5%) 
Laser 
Use 

(1 0%) 
Lights 

Out 
(1 0%) 
Chaff 
(5%) 
Flare 


