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INTRODUCTION 

CITY OF LUBBOCK WELCOMES BRAC 
COMMISSIONERS AND STAFF 

WE WILL PREiSENT A CASE THAT: 

a REESE AFB HAS SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE 

DOD RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE IS 
BASED ON: 

a INACCURATE DATA 

A FLALWED ANALYTICAL MODEL 

a COMMISSiION SHOULD REVERSE 
RECOMMIENDATION TO CLOSE REESE AFB 

SLIDE 2 



MILITARY VA.LUE 

KEY MEASURES OF MERIT FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING: 

AIRSPACE AVAILABLE FOR TRAINING 

WEATHER 

AIRFIELD CONDITION 

FAClL,lTlES 

QUALITY OF LIFE 
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WEATHER ATTRITION a 



AVAILABLE TRAINING 
AIRSPACE 

8 0 1 ~ D ~ D D ~ ~  

SQUARE NAUTICAL MILES 

LAUGHLIN AFB 
REESE AFB 

CUBIC NAUTICAL MILES 

LAUGHLIN AFB 
REESE AFB 
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FACILITIES CONDITION n 

GOOD 

AGE ASB INADQ 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

AGE = % OF FAClL,lTlES OVER 50 YEARS OLD 
ASB = % OF FACILITIES IDENTIFIED AS HAVING ASBESTOS 
ADQ = % OF INADEQUATE FACILITIES 
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FAMILY HCWSING 
CONDITION 

u o m r n m = m m - ~ ~  

I 

# UNITS # MTG WHS 

a # UNITS = NUMBER OF FAMILY HOUSING UNITS 

a # MTG WHS = NUMBER OF FAMILY HOUSING UNITS MEETING 
WHOLE-HOUSE STANDARDS (RENOVATED SINCE 1988) 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS 

AIR FORCE UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS AT TIERING (18 OCT) 

-- I BASENAME I A I l.4.B I I.4.C ( 1.4.D I I.4.E I I . .  1 l . 4 . G  1 I . 4 . H I  

hMSSION(FW1NG) FACILITIES& 
INPRASTR 

CONTINBENCY& 
MOBILI'TY 

COSTS&MNFWR 
IMPLICATIONS 

RETURNON 
INVESTMENT mclmm/ -- 1 ENWwl 1 



ANALYSIS RESULTS 
CORRECTED 

E U 1 E l l I m D D -  

UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS VVlTH CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATION ERRORS 

MISSION (FLYING) FACILITIES 8 CONTINGENCY 81 COSTS & MNPWR ON 
ECONOMIC IMPACT COMMUNITY 

ENVIRONMNTL 
RQMTS I INFRASTR MOBILITY IMPLICATIONS INVESTMENT IMPACT I 

I , I I I I I I 

BASE NAME 1.4.A 1.4.9 1.4.C 1.4.D 1.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.G 1.4.H 

iSE AFB 

YELLOW+ YELLOW 

VANCE AFB 
1 I , . ,, I 

AIRLIFT MARJTIIWE BCTMBER PRINIARYANT WSO PANEL FLIGHT AVERAGE 
OYERAtL TANKER EZ/GiI FlOHTER NAWWFO S M E  NAVIGATOR SOREEN SCORE 

BASE NAME 1.4.A 1A.B I.4.C 1.4.D I.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.0 I.4.H 1.4 
I 

coUIMBUs AFB 7 5 7 7.6 7 8.2 6.6 8.2 7.2 7.41 

1 LAU&ILHJ AFB 8.2 7 2 8 I 6.7 8.6 7.4 8.2 7.77 

REESE AFB 7.1 7.2 7 5 6.6 7.4 7.9 6 6  7.19 YELLOW- 

VANCE AFB 7.2 7 3 7.51 5.91 7.51 7 7 1  6.9 1 7.14mYELLOW- I 
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ANALYSIS REiSULTS 

I 0 P f m m D - m  

UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS \NITH CO RRECTED DATA, 
CALCULATION AND ANALYSIS ERRORS 
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MILITARY VA,LUE 

AIRSPACE AVAILABLE FOR TRAINING: 

a 29,016 [CUBIC MILES OF 
UNENCUMBERED AIRSPACE 

ENCROIACHMENT NON-EXISTENT 

NO NOIISE SENSITIVE AREAS 

NO RESTRICTIONS 

a UTILIZATION CAN BE INCREASED 



MILITARY VA,LUE A 

a WEATHER: 

SECOND BEST IN OVERALL WEATHER CONDITIONS 
AMONG AIR FORCE .UPT BASES 

SECOND BEST IN ACTUAL ATTRITION DUE TO 
WEATHER 

BEST OVERALLL IN ICING CONDITIONS -- MOST 
FREQUENT CAUSE OF WEATHER ATTRITION 

CROSSWINDS OUT OF LIMITS ONLY 1.4% - 4 
TRAINING DAYS LOST PER YEAR 
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MILITARY VA.LUE 

AIRFIELD CONDITION: 
1995 DATA CALL RATES RUNWAYS AS 85% 
ADEQUATE, T,AXIWAYIAPRON CONDITION AS 29% 
ADEQUATE 

1995 DATA IN CONFLICT WITH 1993 REPORT 

1993 AIR FORCE CIVIL ENGINEERING REPORT RATED: 

l W O  MAIN RUNWAYS EXCELLENT 

PORTIONS OF INSIDE RUNWAY REQUIRE 
RESURFACING 

ALL TAXIWAYS RATED GOOD TO EXCELLENT 
EXCEPT TAXIWAY E (SMALL TAXIWAY LINKING 
RAMP TO INSIDE RUNWAY) 

ALL APRONS RATED GOOD TO EXCELLENT 



MILITARY VALUE 

FACILITIES: 
MODERN FACILITIES 

NO ASBESTOS PROBLEMS 

GROWTH CAPACITY 

TWICE THE CLASSROOM SPACE OF ANY 
OTHElR AIR FORCE UPT BASE 

72% OF ON-BASE HOUSING FULLY 
MODERNIZED, MEETING AIR FORCE WHOLE- 
HOUSE STANDARD 

REMAINDER OF HOUSING RATED ADEQUATE 

NEW T-1 F:AClLlTlES IN PLACE AND 
OPERATIONAL 



MILITARY VALUE 

QUALITY OF LJFE: 
"People are the foundation of military readiness .... The 
Department must provide -- in exchange for the demands 
of a military lifestyle -- a decent quality of life." 

William J. Perry, DoD Annual Report, Feb 1995 

BECAUSE OF' THE IMPORTANCE ASCRIBED BY 
DoD OFFlClAILS TO QUALITY OF LIFE AS A 
FACTOR IN MILITARY READINESS AND 
RETENTION, WE WOULD SUGGEST THAT 
QUALITY OF LIFE SHOULD BE A FIFTH 
IMPORTANT MEASURE OF MERIT 



MILITARY VA.LUE 

a QUALITY OF LIFE (CONT): 
BY ANY MEASURE OF MERIT, AND BY A LONG 
HISTORY OF BASE OF PREFERENCE EXPERIENCE -- 
REESE IS THE NIUMBER ONE CHOICE OF THE TROOPS 

PART OF A I'ORWARD-THINKING CITY OF 200,000 

THREE MAJOR HOSPITALSILEVEL I TRAUMA CTR 
MAJOR AIRPORT -- SIX AIRLINES 

CENTRAL GIEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ONE MAJOR AND TWO SMALLER UNIVERSITIES, 
PLUS A COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

HUB FOR SHOPPING, TRANSPORTATION, 
RESTAURANTS, AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR SPOUSES 



MILITARY VALUE n 

OTHER FACTORS: 

LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (LIA) = NO 
COST AUXILIPLRY FIELD 

INNOVATIVE AND COST SAVING CITY OFFERS: 

NEW 40,000 SQ FT FAA HANGAR AT LIA -- LEASE 
TERMS $INEAR (REGIONAL MAINTENANCE?) 

a HOUSING IPURCHASEILEASE BACK OFFER 

ONE-TIIME SAVINGS TO AIR FORCE OF $6M 

0 ANNUAL O&M SAVINGS OF OVER $1.7M 

a SEWER LlNE CONNECTION TO CITY SYSTEM 

RAIL LlNE EXTENSION TO BASE 
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MILITARY VA,LUE 

a VALIDATION: 

REESE AFB's SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE WAS 
VALIDATED BY THE BASE CLOSURE REVIEW IN 1991 

AIR FORCE ANALYSIS -RATED REESE #2 OF THE 
FOUR UPT BASES IN 1991 : 

a LAlUGHLlN AFB 129 

REIESEAFB 125 

COLUMBUSAFB 124 

VANCEAFB 122 

VALIDATED BY BRAC COMMISSION IN 1991 AIR 
FORCE TEAM SiPEClFlC COMPLIANCE VALIDATION 



MILITARY VALUE 

REESE AFB 
FROM: 

SUPERIOR RATING IN 1991 

TO: 
TlElR Ill INFERIOR RATING IN 1995 

VVHY? 



WHY? 

HERE'S WHY:: INACCURATE DATA AND A 
FLAWED ANALYTICAL MODEL 

A REVIEW OF THE AIR FORCE AND JOINT CROSS 
SERVICE GR!OUP ANALYSES REVEALS: 

a NUMEROUS ERRORS OF FACT 

MATHEMIATICAL CALCULATION ERRORS 

LACK OF HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION OF 
DATA -- ERRORS IN TERMS OF FAIRNESS OR 
COMPARABILITY OF DATA FROM ONE BASE 
TO ANOTHER 

a ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY FLAWED 
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DoDIAIR FORCE - 
ANALYSES 

OCJmmmm~=-D-- 

ERRORS OF FACT: 
A REVIEW OF THEE DATA REVEALS SUBSTANTIAL ERRORS 
OF FACT IN MEASURES OF MERIT FOR REESE AFB 

e EXAMPLES: 
ALERT AREA INOT COUNTED 

SIX TRAINING AREAS SHORTCHANGED ON VOLUME 

MI0 TRAINING AREAS NOT COUNTED (NORMAN & 
RAMSEY) 

PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIO LISTED AS 35:Iw- FACTUAL 
DATA: 16.8:l FOR REESEILUBBOCK 

a LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL NOT COUNTED AS 
OUTLYING INSTRUMENT (IFR) CAPABLE AIRFIELD 



DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

onwmimm==m--- 

CALCULATION ERRORS: 
MATHEMATICAL FORMULA ERRORS IN MODEL 

EXAMPLE: 

PRlMARYllNT NAVINFO ANALYSIS 

i FORMULA REVERSED 

a PENALIZED CLOSE PROXIMITY OF AIRSPACE 

a REWARDED THOSE AT GREATER DISTANCE 

CHANGES FINAL RESULT OF RANKING IN 
THIS FUNCTIONAL AREA 



DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

i l 0 1 8 1 r ~ ~ ~ m B  

LACK OF HOR.IZONTAL INTEGRATION 

VERY LITTLE QUALITY CONTROL TO INSURE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS BETWEEN BASES IN 
PROVIDING DATA 

THlS LACK OF QUALITY CONTROL LED 
DIFFERENT BIASES TO ANSWER THE DATA CALL 
IN AN "APPLES AND ORANGES" FASHION 

EXAMPLE: 

THlS WAS PARTICULARLY EVIDENT IN THE 
AMOUNT AND TYPE OF AIRSPACE REPORTED BY 
EACH BASE 



DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

1 8 m m m m = = D - D -  

ANALYTICAL FLAWS: 

SELECTIVE IIN COMPARISONS OF FUNCTIONAL 
CAPABILITY OF BASES 

0 IGNORED IMPORTANT WEATHER FACTORS SUCH 
AS ICING CONDITIONS AND PRESSURE 
ALTITUDEITEMPERATURE 

GAVE HEAVY WEIGHT TO ATTRITION PLANNING 
FACTORS AND LESSER WEIGHT TO ACTUAL 
ATTRITION DATA 

DISTORTED OUTCOME BY REWARDING QUANTITY 
WITHOUT REIGARD TO QUALITY 

APPLES TO CIRANGES ANALYSES 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

O Q m m m D D = D D m -  

e DoDIAIR FORCE ANALYSIS UNCORRECTED 



DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

0 1 3 1 m m m = = = D m -  

DoDIAIR FOFICE ANALYSIS CORRECTED 
(DATA ANID CALCULATION ERRORS) 



DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

O B l B m ~ ~ ~ m ~ m ~  

DoDIAIR FORCE ANALYSIS CORRECTED 
(DATA, CALCULATION AND ANALYSIS ERRORS) 



SUMMARY ALND 
CONCLUSIO 

O f J m m r n m ~ ~ m ~ ~ ~  

SUMMARY: 
REESE HIGHLY RATED IN 1991 
REESE RETAINS I'TS SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE 

SINCE 1991, REESiE SELECTED AS: 

BASE TO INTEGRATE NEW T-1 TRAINER 

BASE TO IMPLEMENT JOINT PILOT TRAINING 

HIGHEST QUALITY OF LIFE -- KEY FACTOR IN READINESS 
AND RETENTION 
THE DoDlAlR FORCE ANALYSIS IS FLAWED AND 
REPRESENTS A SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 

RECOMMENDATION: 
BRAC COMMlSSlOlN REVIEW UPT ANALYSIS AND REVERSE 
RECOMMENDATIOIN TO CLOSE REESE AFB 

THE FUTURE MILITARY READINESS OF THE NATION WILL BE 
ENHANCED IF REESE AFB REMAINS OPEN 







Statement of Mayor 
David R. Langston 

City of Lubbock, Texas 
Before the Base Realignment 

and Closure Commission 

Regional Hearing -- April 19, 1995 
Dallas, Texas 



Mr. Chainnan and Members of the Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission, it is my pleasure to appear before you this ~nonli~ig as tlie Mayor of 
the City of Lubbock, and present a small part of tlie case in behalf of Reese Air 
Force Base and its host city. 

For more than 50 years now tlie citizens of Lubbock and Reese Air Force 
Base have worked togetll~er in a partnership designed to train tlie most liighly skilled 
pilots in the world. I thiulk yo11 would agree this partnership has been a successful 
one as RAFB has helped our nation achieve its objectives of peace and security at 
hotne and abroad. 

But now our nation is in a period of rapid change. The Cold War is over, and 
we are in a period of transition. Competition and efficiency are tlie watch words of 
tlie day as our military adjusts to different threats and attempts to achieve global 
reach and global power. 

Your job as BRAC conunissioners is to insure that we don't repeat tlie 
mistakes of the past wlie111 our military draw down occurred tnucli too rapidly 
creating such things as a hollow force and other problems. 

Certainly it is importa~~t to explore ways to cut costs and increase efficiency 
-- but the reductions and c:losings must be investigated in light of real world 
situations. The reconfigiration of our military capability over wliicli you preside 
should be analyzed in accordance with tlie circumstances which exist today and 
wliicli will exist in tlie next century. 

Unfortunately, tlie decision of the Air Force to recornmend Reese AFB as one 
of tlie pilot training facilities to be closed does not appear to have been subjected to 
such an analysis. 

It seems tliat tlie process tliat was used and tlie criteria e~nployed to come to a 
decisio~i about closi~ig pilot training bases took place 111 a vacuum. Tlie Navy used 
its criteria, tlie Air Force used a different process, and tlie Defense Department as a - - 
whole did not take into account all ~ubl ic  and ~rivate assets which bear 1111011 the 

I 

ability of a base to tra~ii the pilots of the future. Let me explain. 

Since military value is tlie most important factor in base closure deliberations, 
I will focus only on those areas where our cotnmunity's assets enhance the military 
value of Reese AFB. 



First the Qepartrr~ent of Defense and the Secretaries of each of the Military -' 
Services have been giving great emphasis to quality of life issues which they assert 
are important factors in ~naintaining military readiness by assisting in tlie retention of 
highly skilled personnel. 

In Lubbock, Texas, we liave tlie quality of life features that are attractive to 
the military persotlnel of the 1990's and their fa~nilies. Lubbock is a modem city of 
200,000 people. We are celitrally located, with thee major hospitals, tluee 
u~~iversities, a medical school, a law school, an inteniational airport served by six 
airlines, and much more. We liave a sopllisticated economy which can and does 
provide sophisticated jobls for spouses and family members of service personnel. 
Reese Air Force Base, in fact, has been tlie nutnber one choice of Air Force 
personnel in base assig~~~nent preference surveys and tlie reason is the overall 
quality of life at Reese. 

Tlie DOD gives substantial lip service to quality of life for military personnel, 
yet, quality of life issues played little to no role in the process used to detennine 
whicli pilot training bases to close. 

A second important fact which enhances the military value -- the military - 
capability -- of Reese AFl3, is the existence of Lubbock I~lteniational Airport. Tlds 
airfield is used heavily by tlie Air Force. It is, in fact, a de facto auxiliary field for 
Reese AFB and it costs tile Air Force ootliing. During 1994, military operations 
accouoted for 43% of all operations at Lilbbock Intematio~ial Airport, and, I might 
add, the Federal Governmelit has spent more than $10 million over tlie last 5 years 
in capital ilnprovements to e~ihance the capability of the airport. 

However, despite t1.1is significant asset, despite the significant federal 
i~wvestment, despite the military cootributioa it makes, to training military pilots, the 
Air Force does not even give credit for its existence in its base clostire aoalysis. 

Next, a tm factor which contributes to the military value of Reese AFB is 
tlie medical facilities available in Lubbock. Because of tlie number and 
sophistication of civilian medical facilities and civilian medical personnel in 
Lubbock, the Air Force l i a ~  establislied a military I civilian partnership where a 
si~bstantial portion of the medical silpport for Reese now comes from tlie civilia~l 
medical corninunity in Lubbock. This Partnersliip save the A r  Force tnillio~is of 
dollars ill medical costs. Yet, once again, at a time when we all are encouraging 
these types of public 1 pnv;lte partnerships, tlie Air Force gives no credit to this 



arrangernerit in its analysis of assets available to enhance undergraduate training. 

Finally, tlie City of Lubbock contributes to tlie military value of Reese AFB 
due to its surplus of affolrdable, quality off - base housing. The Iioirsi~ig costs in 
Lubbock are well below tlie national average and affordable Iiousing close to the - 

base is readily available 

So~neone once said tliat comtnon sense is the least common of tlie senses. 
We all know that when industries are looking to relocate they consider the quality of 
life of tlie community tliey are exploring. They consider the existence of public 
facilities like an international airport. They look for pi~blic 1 private partnerships 
that can reduce tlieir health care costs. The process of the Department of Defense 
should be no different. A colnlnoll sense approach tliat gives credit for tlie existence 
of other private assets wl~icli avoid unrlecessary costs arid duplication of facilities 
should be used. 

Members of tlie Commission, I urge you to review very carefillly tlie Air 
Force recolnmendation to close Reese Air Force Base. Our investigation has 
revealed, and tlie Air Force has admitted, tliat their analysis contains nutnerous 
errors concerning Undergraduate Pilot Training Bases. Earlier this week tlie GAO 
report verified that substantial errors were made in tlieir compilation of the data. 

I hope I have delncmstrated to you that important aspects of military value -- 
such things as the qirality of life of Air Force personnel so i~nportant in efforts to 
attract and keep skilled recmits; an auxiliary field used 43% of tlie time by military 
operations; a public 1 private partnership to reduce Iiealth care costs -- all assets that 
have substantial value in creating the Air Force of the 2 1 st century, were not given 
proper consideratioo. I believe a gave mistake will be made if you do not revisit 
the issue of Undergraduate Pilot Training Bases. I am confident that if yo11 do, 
Reese Air Force Base will not remain on tlie final closirre list. 

Thank you for your consideratio11 and your dedicated service to the country in 
this ~ m ~ e l i ~ i g  task. 



ESE AIR FORCE B 

Life 

A Briefing for 
COMMISSIONER COX 

IMAY, 1995 



INTRODUCTION 

a SECDEFIAIR FORCE RECOMMENDED CLOSURE OF REESE AFB 

a WE'VE DEMONSTRATED AND AIR FORCE HAS CONFIRMED 
EXISTENCE OF DATA AIND MATH ERRORS IN SELECTION PROCESS: 

DATA (AIRSPACE, MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES, ETC.) 

MATH (CALCULATION OF CONDITION OF TAXIWAYSIAPRONS) 

a WE'VE DEMONSTRATED AND BRAC STAFF AGREES, ANALYSIS 
USED BY AIR FORCE IN SELECTION PROCESS IS FLAWED: 

DATA ENTRY ERRORS 

CALCULATION ERRORS 

INAPPROPRIATE WEIGHTING AND STATISTICAL RANKING 

AIR FORCE DID NOT EVALUATE AIR FORCE BASES ONLY FOR AIR 
FORCE MISSIONS ONLY AS THE NAVY DID 

SIGNIFICANT DEVlATlObNS HAVE OCCURRED 

REESE AFB SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM THE LIST AND UPT BASE 
CLOSURE ISSUE SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED 

SLIDE 2 



JOINT CROSS SERVICE 
GROUP ANALYSIS 

0n.mmmm==D- 

ORIGINAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

VALUE FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL FUNCTIONAL 
VALUE FOR EACH 

BASE USING D-PAD CAPACITY FOR REQUIREMENT 
EACH BASE (# GRADUATES) 

OPTIMIZATION MODEL 
(MIXED-INTEGER LINEAR 

PROGRAM -- MILP) 

I 

I 
- BASING - OPTIONS - 

JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 
(JCSG) 
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JOINT CROSS SERVICE 
GROUP ANALYSIS 

001rnmD==D-- 

REVISED ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

VALUE FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL FUNCTIONAL 

BASE USING D-PAD 
CAPACITY FOR REQUIREMENT 

EACH BASE (# GRADUATES) 

OPTIMIZATION MODEL 
(MIXED-INTEGER LINEAR 

PROGRAM -- MILP) 

y 7  ARMY 

BAD DATA & 1 CALCULATIONS 
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ANALYTICAL 
EXCURSIONS 

un.rnm====-- 

BRAC STAFF HAS PROPOSED SEVERAL ANALYTICAL 
EXCURSIONS: 

AIR FORCE BASES ONLY 

EXCLUDE FLIGHT SCREENING 

EXCLUDE NAVY-UNIQUE FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

CHANGE WEIGHTS ON VARIOUS FACTORS 

WE'VE BUILT THE D-PAD MODEL AIR FORCE USED 

a WE'VE DONE NUMEROUS EXCURSIONS INCLUDING 
THE ONES THE BRAC STAFF INTENDS TO RUN 

a REESE AFB NEVER COMES OUT ON THE BOTTOM! 
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EXCURSION # 1 

e AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS WITH DATA AND 
CALCULATION ERRORS CORRECTED 

DATA ERRORS CORRECTED: 

ALERT AIRSPACE 

T-1 PLANNING FACTOR 

AIRSPACE 

a DISTANCE TO AIRSPACE 

MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES 
(MTRs) 

a OUTLYING IFR FIELD 

BASE NAME OVERALL 
RATING 

COLUMBUS 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 

I REESE AFB I YELLOW - I 
a TAXIWAY/APRON CONDITION 

OTHER PRIMARY FIELDS 

VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 6 

YELLOW + 



EXCURSION # 2 

a AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTING 
CHANGED TO REFLECT AIR FORCE OPE 

a WEIGHT CHANGES: 

a DECREASE CROSSWINDS 

a INCREASE WEATHER ATTRITION 

a INCREASE AIRSPACE 

a DECREASE MTRs 

a DECREASE BEQs, MWR & CHILD 
CARE 

RATIONS 
BASE NAME OVERALL 

RATING 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

I I REESE AFB I YELLOW + I 
a INCREASE HOUSING & HOUSING 

CONDITION 
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EXCURSION # 3 

AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; WEIGHTING CHANGED; 
AND FORMULAS ADJUSTED 

MODELING CHANGES: 

USED AIRSPACE OWNED 
AND CONTROLLED BY BASE 

LINEAR RANKING ON WEATHER 
AlTRlTlON AND PLANNING 
FACTOR AS OPPOSED TO 
BANDED RANKING 

USED PERCENT UPGRADED 
TO WHOLE HOUSE STANDARD 
AS MEASURE OF HOUSING 
CONDITION 

BASE NAME OVERALL 
RATING 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

REESE AFB 

SLIDE 8 

ELIMINATED CHILD CARE 
SCORES (POLICY, NOT 
CAPACITY DATA) 

VANCE AFB YELLOW + 



EXCURSION # 4 

a AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; WEIGHTING CHANGED; 
FORMULAS ADJUSTED; AND ICING INCLUDED 

MODELING CHANGES: 
a ICING INCLUDED 

SLIDE 9 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

OVERALL 
RATING 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

REESE AFB 

VANCE AFB YELLOW + 



a DoDIAIR FORCE EVALUATION OF UPT BASES: 
a IS SO FLAWED IT CAN'T SERVE AS A FAIR METHOD 

FOR SELECTING BASES FOR CLOSURE 

a REPRESENTS A SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 

a RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE AFB IS 
INAPPROPRIATE AND MUST BE CHALLENGED BY 
THE BRAC COMMISSION 

a A MORE APPROPRIATE ANALYSIS APPROACH HAS 
BEEN SUGGESTED BY BRAC STAFF: 

a INCLUDE ONLY AIR FORCE BASES 

a EXCLUDE FLIGHT SCREENING 

EXCLUDE NAVY-UNIQUE FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

a CHANGE WEIGHTING OF FACTORS TO ACCURATELY 
REFLECT AIR FORCE OPERATIONS 
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CONCLUSION (CONT) 
lIn.mmmm==-- 

a USING BRAC STAFF RECOMMENDED APPROACH 
REESE AFB IS NEVER RANKED AT THE BOTTOM 

a THE CASE IN FAVOR OF RETAINING REESE AFB IS 
OVERWHELMING 

DoD AND AIR FORCE REFUSE TO ADMIT THAT 

THEIR ANALYSIS IS FLAWED 

a BRAC COMMISSION MUST REVIEW UPT ISSUE AND 
AT A MINIMUM REJECT THE RECOMMENDATION TO 
CLOSEREESEAFB 
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BACK UP SLIDES 
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EXCURSION # 1 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

SLIDE 13 

AMRAGE 
OVERALL 

SCORE 
6.78 
6.42 
7.06 
6.49 YELLOW- 
6.61 YELLOW+ 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHUN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

FUNCTIONS 

PRIMARY 

7.3 
7.5 
7.2 
6.9 
7.3 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

6.9 
6.4 
'7.3 
7.0 
7.2 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.1 
5.4 
6.7 
5.6 
5.3 



EXCURSION # 2 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AN) MSSIONS; CALCULATlON AND DATA ERRORS CORRE- AND 

WElGHllNG ADJUSTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUNBUS AFB 
LAUGHUN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 14 

AVERAGE 
SCORE 

OVERALL 

6.46 YELLOW+ 

FUNCTIONS 

7.1 
7.2 
7.2 
6.9 
6.9 

AIRUFT 
TANKER 

6.1 
5.7 
6.7 
6.3 
6.3 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.6 
5.9 
6.7 
6.2 
5.6 



EXCURSION # 3 
00.mm~m==-- 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTINGfFORMULAS ADJUSTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 15 

AVERAGE 
SCORE 

OVERALL 

6.40 YELLOW 

6.43)YELLOW+ 

FUNCTIONS 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

Al RLl FT 
TANKER 

5.8 
6.3 
5.7 
6.7 
6.5 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.5 
5.8 
6.6 
5.7 



EXCURSION # 4 
o n r n m m m ~ = ~ - -  

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CORRECTED CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND 

WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS AIXIUSTED 
WITH ICING INCLUDED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 16 1 

AVERAGE 
OVERALL 

SCORE 
6.43 YELLOW 
6. 
6. 
6. 
 YELLOW+ 

FUNCTIONS 
BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.6 
5.8 

-- 6.6 
5.8 

PR'MARY 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

Al RLI FT 
TANKER 

5.9 
6.3 
5.,7 
6.7 
6.5 



REESE AIR FORCE BASE: 

Superior Military Value 

Unrivaled Quality of Life 

A Briefing for the 

Defense Base Closure & 
Realignment Commission 

REGIONAL HEARING -- April 19,1995 
DALLAS, TEXAS 



INTRODUCTION A 

a CITY OF LUBBOCK APPRECIATES THIS 
OPPORTUNITY TO MAKE OUR CASE 

COMMISSIONERS & STAFF HAVE VISITED REESE 
AFB AND ARE REVIEWING OUR ARGUMENTS IN 
DETAIL; WE WILL PRESENT ONLY A BRIEF 
SUMMARY HERE 
OUR CASE IS DIRECT AND SIMPLE: 

REESE AFB HAS SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE 
DoD RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE IS 
BASED ON: 

INACCURATE DATA 
A FLAWED ANALYTICAL MODEL 

COMMISSION SHOULD REVERSE 
RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE AFB 

SLIDE 2 



REESE AFB 
LEADING THE AIR FORCE 

O T J l m m D D = D - m  

1ST TO IMPLEMENT T-1 TRAINING 
1ST TO IMPLEMENT JOINT TRAINING 
1ST TO IMPLEMENT JPATS (AF PLAN) 
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MILITARY VALUE 

KEY MEASURES OF MERIT FOR 
UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING: 

e AIRSPACE AVAILABLE FOR TRAINING 

WEATHER 

AIRFIELD CONDITION 

FACILITIES 

COST EFFECTIVENESS 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

SLIDE 4 



MILITARY VALUE 

a AIRSPACE AVAILABLE FOR TRAINING: 

29,016 CUBIC MILES OF UNENCUMBERED 
AIRSPACE OWNED, SCHEDULED AND USED BY 
REESE AFB 

SECOND HIGHEST AMONG AF UPT BASES ., ENCROACHMENT NON-EXISTENT 

NO RESTRICTIONS OR NOISE SENSITIVE AREAS 

UTILIZATION CAN BE INCREASED 

AIRSPACE NOT LIMITER -- AIRFIELD OPERATIONS 
IS THE LIMITER ON CAPACITY 
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MILITARY VALUE 
O O ~ m m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ m  

a WEATHER: 

SECOND BEST IN OVERALL WEATHER CONDITIONS 
AMONG AIR FORCE UPT BASES 

SECOND BEST IN ACTUAL ATTRITION DUE TO 
WEATHER 

BEST OVERALL IN ICING CONDITIONS -- MOST 
FREQUENT CAUSE OF WEATHER ATTRITION 

CROSSWINDS OUT OF LIMITS ONLY 1.4% -- 4 
TRAINING DAYS LOST PER YEAR 
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MILITARY VALUE 
0131rnm==m=-- 

a AIRFIELD CONDITION: 
1995 DATA CALL RATES RUNWAYS AS 85% 
ADEQUATE, TAXIWAYIAPRON CONDITION AS 29% 
ADEQUATE 

1995 DATA IN CONFLICT WITH 1993 REPORT 

1993 AIR FORCE CIVIL ENGINEERING REPORT RATED: 

TWO MAIN RUNWAYS EXCELLENT 

PORTIONS OF INSIDE RUNWAY REQUIRE 
RESURFACING 

ALL TAXIWAYS RATED GOOD TO EXCELLENT 
EXCEPT TAXIWAY E (SMALL TAXIWAY LINKING 
RAMP TO INSIDE RUNWAY) 

ALL APRONS RATED GOOD TO EXCELLENT 



MILITARY VALUE 
OnlmmD==--- 

FACILITIES: 

MODERN FACILITIES 

GROWTH CAPACITY 

TWICE THE CLASSROOM SPACE OF ANY 
OTHER AIR FORCE UPT BASE 

72% OF ON-BASE HOUSING FULLY 
MODERNIZED, MEETING AIR FORCE WHOLE- 
HOUSE STANDARD 

REMAINDER OF HOUSING RATED ADEQUATE 

NEW T-I FACILITIES IN PLACE AND 
OPERATIONAL 
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MILITARY VALUE 
0 0 s m m - D - D - D  

COST EFFECTIVENESS: 

a REESE AFB HAS LOWEST COST PER FLYING 
HOUR OF ALL AF UPT BASES 

REESE HAS SECOND LOWEST COST PER 

GRADUATE OF ALL AF UPT BASES 

a LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT (LIA) = 
NO COST AUXILIARY FIELD 

SLIDE g 



MILITARY VALUE A 

QUALITY OF LIFE: 
"People are the foundation of military readiness .... The 
Department must provide -- in exchange for the demands 
of a military lifestyle -- a decent quality of life." 

William J. Perry, DoD Annual Report, Feb 1995 

BECAUSE OF THE IMPORTANCE ASCRIBED BY 
DoD OFFICIALS TO QUALITY OF LlFE AS A 
FACTOR IN MILITARY READINESS AND 
RETENTION, WE WOULD SUGGEST THAT 
QUALITY OF LlFE SHOULD BE A FIFTH 
IMPORTANT MEASURE OF MERIT 
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MILITARY VALUE A 

0 0 1 ~ m ~ m ~ D ~ ~  

a QUALITY OF LIFE (CONT): 
BY ANY MEASURE OF MERIT, AND BY A LONG 
HISTORY OF BASE OF PREFERENCE EXPERIENCE -- 
REESE IS THE NUMBER ONE CHOICE OF THE TROOPS 

PART OF A FORWARD-THINKING CITY OF 200,000 

THREE MAJOR HOSPITALSILEVEL I TRAUMA CTR 

MAJOR AIRPORT -- SIX AIRLINES 

CENTRAL GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION 

ONE MAJOR AND MI0 SMALLER UNIVERSITIES, 
PLUS A COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

HUB FOR SHOPPING, TRANSPORTATION, 
RESTAURANTS, AND COMMUNITY ACTIVITIES 

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR SPOUSES 
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MILITARY VALUE 
u u m m m r = = - -  

OTHER FACTORS: 

a INNOVATIVE AND COST SAVING ClTY OFFERS: 

NEW 40,000 SQ FT FAA HANGAR AT LIA -- LEASE 
TERMS $llYEAR (REGIONAL MAINTENANCE?) 

HOUSING PURCHASEILEASE BACK OFFER 

ONE-TIME SAVINGS TO AIR FORCE OF $6M 

ANNUAL O&M SAVINGS OF OVER $1.7M 

SEWER LlNE CONNECTION TO ClTY SYSTEM 

RAIL LlNE EXTENSION TO BASE 
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MILITARY VALUE 

VALIDATION: 

REESE AFB's SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE WAS 
VALIDATED BY THE BASE CLOSURE REVIEW IN 1991 

IN 1991 BRAC COMMISSION AIR FORCE TEAM 
SPECIFIC COMPLIANCE VALIDATION RATED REESE 
#2 OF THE FIVE UPT BASES IN 1991: 

LAUGHLIN AFB 129 

a REESEAFB 125 

a COLUMBUS AFB 124 

VANCEAFB 122 

WILLIAMS AFB 90 
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MILITARY VALUE 

REESE AFB 
FROM: 

SUPERIOR RATING IN 1991 

TO: 
TIER Ill INFERIOR RATING IN 1995 

WHY? 
SLIDE 14 



WHY? 

a HERE'S WHY: INACCURATE DATA AND A 
FLAWED ANALYTICAL MODEL 

A REVIEW OF THE AIR FORCE AND JOINT CROSS 
SERVICE GROUP ANALYSES REVEALS: 

NUMEROUS ERRORS OF FACT 

MATHEMATICAL CALCULATION ERRORS 

LACK OF HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION OF 
DATA -- ERRORS IN TERMS OF FAIRNESS OR 
COMPARABILITY OF DATA FROM ONE BASE 
TO ANOTHER 

ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY FLAWED 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSE 

O O Q m m D = m D - m  

a VALIDATION: 

AIR FORCE IN THEIR REBUTTAL TO LUBBOCK'S 
PRELIMINARY STUDY ADMITTED TO: 

DATA ERRORS 

CALCULATION ERRORS 

LACK OF HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION OF DATA 

GAO REPORT SITES INSTANCES OF AIR FORCE 
DATA ERRORS -- E.G ... COST ANALYSIS OFF BY A 
FACTOR OF 25 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

U I 3 1 1 = = = = D D -  

a EXAMPLES OF AIR FORCE ERRORS: 
DATA ERRORS: 

SHORT CHANGED REESE AFB AIRSPAC'E BY 
10,000 CUBIC NAUTICAL MILES 

REPORTED 55% FEWER MILITARY TRAINING 
ROUTES (MTRs) FOR REESE AFB THAN 
ACTUAL 

CALCULATION ERROR: 

PERCENT ADEQUATE PAVEMENT 10% 
GREATER THAN REPORTED 

HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION ERROR: 

ALERT AREA NOT REPORTED 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

O U m m m m - D D D -  

a ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY FLAWED: 

FAILS THE COMMON SENSE TEST 

IGNORED IMPORTANT FACTORS SUCH AS 
ICING CONDITIONS AND PRESSURE 
ALTITUDEITEMPERATURE 

SELECTIVE IN COMPARISON OF FUNCTIONAL 
CAPABILITIES OF BASES 

GAVE HEAVY WEIGHT TO WRONG FACTORS 

DISTORTED OUTCOME BY REWARDING 
QUANTITY WITHOUT REGARD TO QUALITY 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS 
UNCORRECTED 

O O ~ m m m ~ ~ m ~ D  

AIR FORCE UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS AT TIERING (18 OCT) 

MISSION (FLYING) FACILITIES a CONTINGENCY a COSTS a MNPWR RETURN ON ENVIRONMNTL 
RQMTS I INFRASTR MOBILITY IMPLICATIONS INVESTMENT IMPACT I 

I 1 I I I I I I 

BASE NAME 1.4.A 1.4.6 1.4.C 1.4.0 1.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.G 1.4.H 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS 
CORRECTED 

o n 1 m m 1 = = - D  

UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS WITH CORRECTED DATA & CALCULATION ERRORS 

I MISSION (FLYING) I FACILITIES L CONTINGENCY & COSTS & MNPWR RETURN ON lECoNoMIC CDMMUNm I I I I ENVIRONMNTL 
RQMTS INFRASTR MOBILITY IMPLICATIONS INVESTMENT I IMPACT I 

SLIDE 20 

BASE NAME 1.4.A 1.4.B 1.4.C 1.4.D 1.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.G 1.4.H 



ANALYSIS RESULTS 
CORRECTED 

O u 1 m m m ~ D - - -  
UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS WITH CORRECTED DATA, 
CALCULATION AND ANALYSIS ERRORS 

I I I I I I I I 

BASE NAME 1.4.A 1.4.8 1.4.C 1.4.D 1.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.G 1.4.H 
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ANALYSIS RESULTS 
CORRECTED 

0 0 1 ~ m m ~ ~ ~ D ~  

UPT ANALYSIS RESULTS WlTH CORRECTED DATA AND 
CALCULATION ERRORS; AND WlTH ICING INSTEAD OF CROSSWINDS 

1 I I I I I I 
BASE N A M E  1.4.A 1.4.8 1.4 .C 1.4.D 1.4.E 1.4.F 1.4.G 1.4.H 

- 

- 
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MISSION 
(FLYING) 
RQMTS 

FACILITIES IL 
INFRASTR 

CONTINGENCY 
IL MOBILITY rtp';: 

IMPLICATIOIJS 

RETURN ON 
INVESTMENT 

ECONOMIC 
IMPACT COMMUNITY 

ENVIRONMNTL 
IMPACT 



SUMMARY AND 
CONCLUSION OloBl LB 

OuImmDD---- 

SUMMARY: 
THE DoDIAIR FORCE ANALYSIS IS FLAWED AND 
REPRESENTS A SUBSTANTIALL DEVIATION 

REESE HIGHLY RATED IN 1991 

REESE RETAINS ITS SUPERIOR MILITARY VALUE 

HIGHEST QUALITY OF LIFE -- KEY FACTOR IN READINESS 
AND RETENTION 

RECOMMENDATION: 
BRAC COMMISSION REVIEW UPT ANALYSIS AND 
REVERSE RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE AFB 

THE FUTURE MILITARY READINESS OF THE NATION WILL 
BE ENHANCED IF REESE AFB REMAINS OPEN 
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BACK UP 
SLIDES 

SLIDE 26 



WEATHER ATTRITION 

SLIDE m 



AVAILABLE TRAINING - 
AIRSPACE 

otJmmmm=-m-- 

SQUARE NAUTICAL MILES 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 

H REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

CUBIC NAUTICAL MILES 

LAUGHLIN AFB 
H REESE AFB 

VANCE AFB 



FACILITIES CONDITION A 

GOOD 

AGE ASB INADQ 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

AGE = % OF FACILITIES OVER 50 YEARS OLD 
ASB = % OF FACILITIES IDENTIFIED AS HAVING ASBESTOS 
ADQ = % OF INADEQUATE FACILITIES 



FAMILY HOUSING 
CONDITION 

Il fdmmm~==- -m 

# UNITS # MTG WHS 

# UNITS = NUMBER OF FAMILY HOUSING UNITS 

# MTG WHS = NUMBER OF FAMILY HOUSING UNITS MEETING 
WHOLE-HOUSE STANDARDS (RENOVATED SINCE 1988) 



LUBBOCK TOWER 
OPERATIONS 

D R r n m m D = m m - m  

JAN - NOV 1994 
El TOTAL OPERATIONS 

TOTAL M l Ll TARY 
I OPERATIONS 

JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JWN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV 

MILITARY OPERATIONS AVERAGED 43% OF TOTAL 
MONTHLY OPERATIONS FOR THIS PERIOD 



T-1 TRAINING AT 
REESE AFB 

a E w m m m D = D - D  

FULLY IMPLEMENTED 

COMPLETE FACILITIES WITH EXPANSION CAPABILITY 

OVER 2 YEARS EXPERIENCE 

JOINT TRAINING IMPLEMENTED -- SPRING '94 

PROVEN CAPABILITY 

ALL CLASSES GRADUATED ON TIME 

SYLLABUS REDUCED (15 HRS) AS RESULT OF 
GRADUATE QUALITY 

EXCELLENT FLYING ENVIRONMENT FOR T-1 OPERATIONS 

LOW LEVEL ROUTE AVAILABILITY 

STRANGE FIELD AVAILABILITY 

WEATHER 
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MEDICAL FACILITIES 
1110rmm-m 

SIX HOSPITALS IN LUBBOCK -- OVER 1,900 BEDS 

a MOST ADVANCE AND DIVERSIFIED HEALTH CARE 
SERVICES BETWEEN DALLAS AND PHOENIX 

a LUBBOCK HAS WORLD CLASS FACILITIES IN: 

CARDIAC 

NEO-NATAL 

a OBSTETRICSIGYNECOLOGY 

a ONCOLOGYIHEMATQLOGY 

a REESE AFB IMPLEMENTED "MEDICAL RIGHT SIZING" 
AS A RESULT OF LUBBOCK'S CAPABILITY 

a SAVINGS OF $1 MNEAR FOR AIR FORCE 
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WEATHER COMPARISON A 

NOTE 1: SOURCE OF DATA: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE, PARA 1.2.J.l-3 
NOTE 2: SOURCE OF ICING IN AREA DATA, 1993 BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
NOTE 3: ALL DATA IS 10 YEAR AVERAGE DATA EXCEPT ICING IN AREA 

PERCENTAGE OF TIME 
WEATHER AT OR ABOVE 

HEIGHT (FT)NISIBILITY (MI) 
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CROSSWIND 
COMPONENT TO RNWY ICING CONDITIONS 



FACILITIES AVAILA 
m = = = = m - m  

300000 
ICOLUMBUS AFB 
I LAUGHLIN AFB 

250000 I R E E S E  AFB 

200000 

150000 

100000 

50000 

0 
INFRA HNGRS TRG FAC 

INFRA = LINEAR YDS OF UTILITIES (ELECT,SEWER,WATER) 
BASE FAC = SQ FT OF BASE FACILITIES (ADMIN, PERSONNEL, ETC.) 
HNGRS = SQ FT OF HANGAR SPACE 
ADQ HNGRS = ADEQUATE SQ FT OF HANGAR SPACE 
TRG FAC = SQ FT OF TRAINING FACILITIES 
SIM FAC = SQ FT OF SIMULATOR FACILITIES 
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COST PER 
FLYING HOUR 

l i m m r - - - m  



FAMILY HOUSING 
OCCUPANCY 

1 1 1 D m = D = m D - m  

% OFF % ENL % FAM 

COLUMBUS AFB 
II LAUGHLIN AFB 

REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

% OFF = PERCENT OF OFFICER FAMILIES LIVING ON BASE 
% ENL = PERCENT OF ENLISTED FAMILIES LIVING ON BASE 
% FAM = PERCENT OF MILITARY FAMILIES LIVING ON BASE 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSE 

EEl11mD===-D 

a ERRORS OF FACT: 
8 A REVIEW OF THE DATA RE,VEALS SUBSTANTIAL ERRORS 

OF FACT IN MEASURES OF MERIT FOR REESE AFB 

a EXAMPLES: 
ALERT AREA NOT COUNTED 

SIX TRAINING AREAS SHORTCHANGED ON VOLUME 

8 TWO TRAINING AREAS NOT COUNTED (NORMAN & 
RAMSEY) 

8 PUPIL TO TEACHER RATIO LISTED AS 35:l-- FACTUAL 
DATA: 16.8:l FOR REESEILUBBOCK 

LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL NOT COUNTED AS 
OUTLYING INSTRUMENT (IFR) CAPABLE AIRFIELD 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

n F j l m m m ~ = = D ~  

CALCULATION ERRORS: 
a MATHEMATICAL FORMULA ERRORS IN MODEL 

EXAMPLE: 

PRlMARYllNT NAVINFO ANALYSIS 

a FORMULA REVERSED 

PENALIZED CLOSE PROXIMITY OF AIRSPACE 

a REWARDED THOSE AT GREATER DISTANCE 

a CHANGES FINAL RESULT OF RANKING IN 
THIS FUNCTIONAL AREA 
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DoDIAIR FORCE 
ANALYSES 

I B I - m D = D = - m  

a LACK OF HORIZONTAL INTEGRATION 

VERY LITTLE QUALITY CONTROL TO INSURE 
UNIFORM STANDARDS BETWEEN BASES IN 
PROVIDING DATA 

THlS LACK OF QUALITY CONTROL LED 

DIFFERENT BASES TO ANSWER THE DATA CALL 
IN AN "APPLES AND ORANGES" FASHION 

EXAMPLE: 

THlS WAS PARTICULARLY EVIDENT IN THE 
AMOUNT AND TYPE OF AIRSPACE REPORTED BY 
EACH BASE 
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REESE AIR FORCE BASE 

Life 

A Briefing for 
COMMISSIONER COX 

IMAY, 1995 



INTRODUCTION 

SECDEFIAIR FORCE RECOMMENDED CLOSURE OF REESE AFB 

WE'VE DEMONSTRATED AND AIR FORCE HAS CONFIRMED 
EXISTENCE OF DATA AND MATH ERRORS IN SELECTION PROCESS: 

DATA (AIRSPACE, MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES, ETC.) 

MATH (CALCULATION OF CONDITION OF TAXIWAYSIAPRONS) 

WE'VE DEMONSTRATED AND BRAC STAFF AGREES, ANALYSIS 
USED BY AIR FORCE IN SELECTION PROCESS IS FLAWED: 

DATA ENTRY ERRORS 

CALCULATION ERRORS 

INAPPROPRIATE WEIGHTING AND STATISTICAL RANKING 

AIR FORCE DID NOT EVALUATE AIR FORCE BASES ONLY FOR AIR 
FORCE MISSIONS ONLY AS THE NAVY DID 

SIGNIFICANT DEVIATIONS HAVE OCCURRED 

REESE AFB SHOULD BE REMOVED FROM THE LIST AND UPT BASE 
CLOSURE ISSUE SHOULD BE RECONSIDERED 
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JOINT CROSS SERVICE - 
GROUP ANALYSIS 

o n w m m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

ORIGINAL ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

MILITARY 
VALUE FOR EACH 

BASE 

I 
-1 JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

(JCSG) 

I 
- BASING - OPTIONS 

FUNCTIONAL 
VALUE FOR EACH 

BASE USING D-PAD 
MODEL 

SLIDE 3 

OPTIMIZATION MODEL 
(MIXED-INTEGER LINEAR 

I 
PROGRAM -- MILP) 

I 

FUNCTIONAL 
CAPACITY FOR 

EACH BASE 

, 

FUNCTIONAL 
REQUIREMENT 
(# GRADUATES) 



JOINT CROSS SERVICE 
GROUP ANALYSIS 

Ilommmm-==-- 

REVISED ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 

VALUE FOR EACH FUNCTIONAL 

BASE USING D-PAD 
CAPACITY FOR REQUIREMENT 

EACH BASE (# GRADUATES) 

OPTIMIZATION MODEL 
(MIXED-INTEGER LINEAR 

PROGRAM -- MILP) 

/ 
/ ARMY 

BAD DATA & 
I CALCULATIONS 
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ANALYTICAL 
EXCURSIONS 

00.mm====-- 

BRAC STAFF HAS PROPOSED SEVERAL ANALYTICAL 
EXCURSIONS: 

a AIR FORCE BASES ONLY 

a EXCLUDE FLIGHT SCREENING 

EXCLUDE NAVY-UNIQUE FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

a CHANGE WEIGHTS ON VARIOUS FACTORS 

WE'VE BUILT THE D-PAD MODEL AIR FORCE USED 

WE'VE DONE NUMEROUS EXCURSIONS INCLUDING 
THE ONES THE BRAC STAFF INTENDS TO RUN 

a REESE AFB NEVER COMES OUT ON THE BOTTOM! 
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EXCURSION # 1 

a AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS WITH DATA AND 
CALCULATION ERRORS CORRECTED 

a DATA ERRORS CORRECTED: 

ALERT AIRSPACE 

T-1 PLANNING FACTOR 

AIRSPACE 

a DISTANCE TO AIRSPACE 

MILITARY TRAINING ROUTES 
(MTRs) 

a OUTLYING IFR FIELD 

a TAXIWAYIAPRON CONDITION 

a OTHER PRIMARY FIELDS 

SLIDE 6 

BASE NAME OVERALL 
RATING 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

REESE AFB 

VANCE AFB 

YELLOW - 

YELLOW + 



EXCURSION # 2 

AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; AN 
CHANGED TO REFLECT AIR FORCE 0 

a WEIGHT CHANGES: 

a DECREASE CROSSWINDS 

a INCREASE WEATHER ATTRITION 

a INCREASE AIRSPACE 

a DECREASE MTRs 

a DECREASE BEQs, MWR & CHILD 
CARE 

I WEIGHTING 
ERATIONS 

BASE NAME OVERALL 
RATING 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

a INCREASE HOUSING & HOUSING 
CONDITION 
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EXCURSION # 3 

AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; WEIGHTING CHANGED; 
AND FORMULAS ADJUSTED 

a MODELING CHANGES: 

a USED AIRSPACE OWNED 
AND CONTROLLED BY BASE 

LINEAR RANKING ON WEATHER 
ATTRITION AND PLANNING 
FACTOR AS OPPOSED TO 
BANDED RANKING 

a USED PERCENT UPGRADED 
TO WHOLE HOUSE STANDARD 
AS MEASURE OF HOUSING 
CONDITION 

a ELIMINATED CHILD CARE 
SCORES (POLICY, NOT 
CAPACITY DATA) 
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BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

OVERALL 
RATING 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

REESE AFB 

VANCE AFB YELLOW + 



EXCURSION # 4 
oommrnm===-- 

AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION 
AND DATA ERRORS CORRECTED; WEIGHTING CHANGED; 
FORMULAS ADJUSTED; AND ICING INCLUDED 

MODELING CHANGES: 

ICING INCLUDED 
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BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS 
AFB 

OVERALL 
RATING 

LAUGHLIN AFB 

RANDOLPH 
AFB 

REESE AFB 

VANCE AFB YELLOW + 



CONCLUSION 
l l n r n r n m ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  

a DoDIAIR FORCE EVALUATION OF UPT BASES: 

IS SO FLAWED IT CAN'T SERVE AS A FAIR METHOD 
FOR SELECTING BASES FOR CLOSURE 

REPRESENTS A SUBSTANTIAL DEVIATION 

a RECOMMENDATION TO CLOSE REESE AFB IS 
INAPPROPRIATE AND MUST BE CHALLENGED BY 
THE BRAC COMMISSION 

A MORE APPROPRIATE ANALYSIS APPROACH HAS 
BEEN SUGGESTED BY BRAC STAFF: 

INCLUDE ONLY AIR FORCE BASES 

EXCLUDE FLIGHT SCREENING 

EXCLUDE NAVY-UNIQUE FUNCTIONAL AREAS 

CHANGE WEIGHTING OF FACTORS TO ACCURATELY 
REFLECT AIR FORCE OPERATIONS 
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CONCLUSION (CONT) 
00mmmm===-- 

USING BRAC STAFF RECOMMENDED APPROACH 
REESE AFB IS NEVER RANKED AT THE BOTTOM 

THE CASE IN FAVOR OF RETAINING REESE AFB IS 
OVERWHELMING 

a DoD AND AIR FORCE REFUSE TO ADMIT THAT 

THEIR ANALYSIS IS FLAWED 

BRAC COMMISSION MUST REVIEW UPT ISSUE AND 
AT A MINIMUM REJECT THE RECOMMENDATION TO 
CLOSE REESE AFB 
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BACK UP SLIDES 
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EXCURSION # 1 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CALCULATION AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

SLIDE 13 

AVERAGE 
OVERALL 

SCORE 

6.49 YELLOW- 
6.61 YELLOW+ 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHUN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

FUNCTIONS 
BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.1 
5.4 
6.7 
5.6 
5.3 

PRIMARY 

7.3 
7.5 
7.2 
6.9 
7.3 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

6.9 
6.4 
'7.3 
'7.0 
7.2 



EXCURSION # 2 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS; CALCULATION AND DATA EFWORS COFRE- AND 

WUGHnNG AWUSTED 

AVERAGE 
SrD DW 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHUN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 14 

FUNCTIONS 

PRIMARY 

7.1 
7.2 
7.2 
6.9 
6.9 

AIRLIFT BOlVBER AVERAGE 
TANKER FIGHTER SCORE 

OVERALL 

6.1 6.6 
5.7 5.9 
6.7 6.7 
6.3 6.2 6.46 YELLOW+ 



EXCURSION # 3 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSION; CALCULATIONS AND DATA ERRORS 

CORRECTED; AND WEIGHTING/FORMULAS ADJUSTED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 15 

AVERAGE 
OVERALL 

SCORE 
6.40 YELLOW 

6.43lYELLOW+ 

FUNCTIONS 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

AIRLIFT 
TANKER 

5,8 
6.3 
5.'7 
6.'7 
6.5 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.5 
5.8 
6.6 
5.7 



EXCURSION # 4 

UNDERGRADUATE PILOT TRAINING 
AIR FORCE ONLY BASES AND MISSIONS, CORRECTED CALCULATIONS & DATA, AND 

WEIGHTINGIFORMULAS ADJUSTED 
WTH ICING INCLUDED 

AVERAGE 
STD DEV 

BASE NAME 

COLUMBUS AFB 
LAUGHLIN AFB 
RANDOLPH AFB 
REESE AFB 
VANCE AFB 

SLIDE 16 

AVERAGE 
OVERALL 

SCORE 
6.43 YELLOW 

FUNCTIONS 

6.9 
8.0 
6.5 
7.3 
7.1 

Al RLI FT 
TANKER 

5.9 
6,. 3 
5.7 
6.7 
6,. 5 

BOMBER 
FIGHTER 

6.5 
6.6 
5.8 
6.6 
5.8 
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Preliminary Review of Air Force 
and Joint Cross Service Group Analyses 

Reese Air Force Base 

The purpose of this White Paper is to present the results of a preliminary review of 
the Department of Defense base closure recommendations in the functional area of 
Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT). 

This functional area was the subject of a Joint (2.ross Service Group within the Department 
of Defense and the base closure recommendations of the Secretary of Defense reflected 
the recommendations of that Joint Cross Servit~ Group. 

The analyses contained herein is preliminary and based solely on the certified data 
utilized by the Department of Defense. However, the analysis is also professional having 
been undertaken by a group which included several recently retired Air Force officers 
whose most recent career assignments were in\rolved directly with Undergraduate Pilot 
Training within the Air Force Air Education and Training Command (AETC). These officers 
include individuals with direct experience in the 1995 base closure review process within 
the Department of Defense as well as former Wing Commanders, a Deputy Wing 
Commander and a former Deputy Commander of the Air Force's Air Education and Training 
Command. Their knowledge of the issues and of the process are equal to that of anyone 
now serving within the Air Force or the Office of the Seuetary of Defense. 

The conclusions of this White Paper are clear and unambiguous. They represent the 
unanimous views of the review group. The conc:lusions are as follows: 

1. The Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Reese Air Force Base 
is based on an analysis which is flawed and inaccurate; 

2. There are errors of fact which are of sufficient magnitude as to call into 
question the conclusions of the analysis; 

3. These errors of fact occur in the most critical measures of merit: airspace 
available for training, weather, and airfield conditions; 

4. There are also substantial errors of fact in other areas and these errors 
accumulate to the disadvantage of Reese Air Force Base; 

5. There are also errors in terms of fairness or comparability of data between 
bases. This could be described as a lack of horizontal integration. While all 
data submitted is certified, there was no mechanism for insuring each base 
answered the questions in the same manner and that their accounting systems 
were consistent. An example of this flaw can be seen in how UPT bases 
answered the question regarding available airspace within 100 nautical miles; 

6. The analytical model itself is flawed as it measures only factors or data which 
lend themselves to.easy comparison between military services. An example is 



the comparison of sortie planning factors rather than actual sorties per graduate 
experience even though this data was available in certified form; 

7. Finally, the analytical model is flawed for it suggests the closure of a base which 
has higher ratings in the most critical measures of merit (i.e. airspace, weather 
and facilities). The model is flawed fl~rther for it does not include accurate 
analysis of the one area which the Secretary of Defense has declared to be of 
critical importance to military readiness - deteriorated facilities and Quality of 
Life (See: Secretary of Defense, William J. Peny, Annual Report to the President 
and Conaress, February 1995, p. 148). 

According to the Secretary of Defense, the Department of Defense "... recognizes the 
link between facilities and readiness." The DoD analytical model apparently does 
not, for the model recommends the closure of a base which has more airspace available for 
training, better weather (based on actual, flying experience data) and facilities that are 
superior in terms of condition, size and availability to that of other UPT bases not 
recommended for closure. 

The remainder of this paper will review and highlight the flaws and inaccuracies of the 
Department of Defense analysis specifically as it relates to Reese Air Force Base. 

Based on our preliminary findings, it is the recommendation of the review group that 
the Base Realignment and Closure Commission should undertake a full review of the 
Department of Defense recommendations with respect to Undergraduate Pilot 
Training bases. We are certain that there are major errors of fact and there are major 
flaws in the analytical model used by the Department of Defense. 

It is the statutory responsibility of the BRAC Commission to review recommendations of the 
Secretary of Defense and to make changes to those recommendations where it determines 
that a substantial deviation from the force structure plan or the final selection criteria has 
occurred. It is our contention that a substantial deviation has occurred in the area of 
selection criteria. There are substantial errors of fact which, when corrected, alter the 
outcome of the analysis. 

Functional Capabilitv Analvsis 

It should be recalled that the Air Force based its decision to recommend Reese AFB for 
closure primarily on the Joint Cross Service C;roup (UPT) functional capability analysis. 
Reese was rated as inferior in three primary areas: 

1. Airspace Available for Training including: 

- Military Operating Areas (MOAs) 

- Average Distance to Training Areas 

- Available Military Training Routes 

2. Weather Factors including: 

- Sortie Attrition 

- Crosswinds 



3. Airfield Condition including: 

- Runway Condition 

- Taxiway Condition 

- Aircraft Parking Apron Condition and Capacity 

These were the factors most heavily weighted by the Joint Cross Service Group (UPT). 
They were described by the Air Force in a Bullet Backwound Paper on Reese AFB as 
discriminators "..developed to assist in making its (the Air Force's) closure 
recommendations."l According to Secretary of the Air Force testimony before the Base 
Realignment and Closure Commission on March 6, 1995, these discriminators were 
designed "..to amplify the differences between the UPT bases."2 

According to our review of the data, there are dramatic errors in the data relating 
to each of the three heavily weighted factors. There are also glaring errors in 
other factors. These errors of fact place Reese at a disadvantage and surely 
forced Reese AFB unfairly to the bottom of the list of UPT bases. It should be 
recalled that in 1991 Reese AFB was rated #:? among Air Force UPT bases? We have 
developed side-by-side charts which are derived from the 1995 certified data. Where 
this data is in error (or where there are discrepancies between the data in the 1995 Air 
Force certified Base Questionnaire and the Joint Cross Service Groups certified Data 
Call Work Sheets) we have produced a chart with corrected data corroborated from 
BRAC '93 data or other official Air Force docilmentation.4 

Airspace Available For Traininq 

One of the more egregious errors is in what the Air Force describes as a critical 
factor or a key discriminator -- Airspace Available for Training. In the Air Force 
Bullet Backaround Paper on Reese AFB justifying the recommendation to close Reese 
AFB, Reese is ranked "..last of all joint UPT bases." The data is wrong! There are 
factual errors in the data which shortchange Reese in terms of volume of 
airspace. For example, the Militarv Value Analvsis: Data Call Work Sheets (Air Force 
BRAC certified documentation) list Reese High Altitude Training Areas A, B, C, Dl E 
and TORCH as having an altitude block of only 9,000 ft. However, an FAA certified 
letter of agreement regarding IFR Control of Reese AFB Aircraft (datedlrevised 

U. S. Air Force, Bullet Background P a m  on Reese AFB, March 1, 1995 (see Tab J) 

Check quote from March 6th Hearing Transcript 

1991 Base Realignment and Closure Commission Staff, :4ir Force Team S~ecific Com~liance Base Validation 
WYING TIWNING) (see Tab K1 

For instance, on the condition of Runways, Taxiways anti Aprons we found that the BRAC 95 data was in 
conflict with the Air Force Civil Engineering Support Agency May 1993 Report titled Airfield Pavement 
Evaluation: Reese Air Force Base. Texas. That reporl rated most of Reese's aprons as Excellent or Very Good 
and yet the 1995 Air Force data rates Reese aprons as having only 9 percent of aprons rating Code 1. (See Tab 
L) 



4/26/93), and a Supplemental Data Call Work Sheet to the Air Force's own Militaw 
Value Analysis: Data Call Work Sheets document an altitude block of 11,000 ft for each 
of these training areas. The data doesn't list two key ATCAA areas that are regularly 
used for T-38 and T-1 training - the Ramsey (723 nm3) and Norman (723 nm3) areas. 
Reese also failed to receive credit for its Alert Area in the Joint Cross Service Group 
analysis because it failed to list it in the Militaw Value Analysis: Data Call Work Sheets. 
These factual errors by the Air Force and DoD short changed Reese's Airspace 
Available for Training by 3,322 cubic nautical miles and caused them to fail to 
receive credit for the Alert airspace they control. A similar error was made 
regarding Vance AFB's training areas 1A and 1B, the effect of which was to  
shortchange Vance AFB in this critical factor (see Tab A). 

We have attempted to craft a "corrected" airspace data chart using only documented 
data. The results of that "corrected" data chart reverse the standings of Reese 
AFB and Vance AFB. With corrected data, Reese AFB is superior in its amount of 
Airspace Available for Training -- 37,175 cilbic nautical miles for Reese vs 36,194 
cubic nautical miles for Vance (see Tab B). 

Our point here is that, in one of the most critical measures, there are errors of 
fact which cause a distortion or a substantial deviation. Reese AFB is  superior to 
Vance AFB in this critical factor. 

Weather 

A second critical factor, discriminator or measure of merit listed by the Air Force as 
justification for the recommendation to close Reese AFB is weather. It is described as 
important in the task of training rated officers (i.e. pilots). 

In this important measure of merit, Air Force and Joint Cross Service data is  
again either wrong or unfairly applied. 

For instance, the Air Force Bullet Backaround Paper on Reese AFB sites Reese AFB 
as having the highest Sortie Attrition Planning Factor of all bases. This is  true, 
but irrelevant. The actual certified data on weather attrition lists Reese as having 
an average rate of 19.88 percent attrition per month (average percent of sorties 
rescheduledlcanceled due to weather per month) with Vance AFB having an average 
rate of 23.33 percent attrition per month. Documented and certified data of actual 
weather attrition gives the advantage to Reese AFB rather than Vance AFB (see 
Tabs C and D). The Joint Cross Service Group used and emphasized planning figures 
rather than emphasizing available certified data on attrition experience and thus gave 
the weather factor advantage to Vance AFB. This was unfair, inaccurate and a 
substantial deviation on a critical measure of merit. 

The weather advantage in favor of Reese ,AFB over Vance increases even further 
if weather data applicable to the T-1 Jayhawk is  used. However, despite the fact 
that T-1 weather data was available and despite the fact that the T-I trainer is the 
newest trainer and one which will be relied upon heavily into the 21 Century, the Air 
Force chose to use only weather data applicable to the T-38 aircraft. This was 



expected to disadvantage Reese AFB but the actual weather attrition data ranked 
Vance AFB lower than Reese AFB. 

A second important aspect of weather is the crosswind factor. Reese AFB has 
been known for decades as having "a crosswind problem." In fact, certified data does 
list Reese as having crosswinds beyond safety limits of 25 knots 1.4 percent of 
the time. With a training year consisting of 242 training days per year, Reese AFB can 
be expected to lose 4 training days per year due to crosswinds. Another way of 
saying this is  that Reese does not have a crosswind problem 98.6 percent of the 
time. Also another way of looking at it is that the Wing Commander at Reese would 
have 123 days (365 - 242 = 123) to make up for lost training days. 

There are significant differences in the weather data between the Air Force's data in 
their 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire and the data actually used in the Joint Cross 
Service Group analysis for Vance AFB. The 1995 Air Force Base Questionnaire lists 
Vance as having a crosswind problem (i.e. crosswinds above 25 knots) 911 0 of one 
percent of the time while the Joint Cross Service Group data lists this factor at 211 0 of 
one percent. In other words, Vance AFB does not have a crosswind problem 99 
percent of the time. Reese and Vance both have crosswinds less than 15 knots 93.2 
percent of the time. 

The obvious conclusion here is  that neither Reese AFB nor Vance AFB have a 
crosswind problem. Neither base has ever had to delay a graduation day 
because of crosswinds or other adverse weather conditions. 

It appears that Secretary Widnall was looking for discriminators which would amplify 
differences. However, the weather discriminator is one that actually favors Reese 
AFB over Vance AFB if certified, actual, historical weather data is  used. If the 
weather parameters of the T-I aircraft were used, Reese AFB would move even higher 
in the weather factor. 

AIRFIELD CONDITION 

The third factor, discriminator or measure of merit, used by the Air Force to 
justify its recommendation to close Reese AFB, is the condition of the Airfield 
including runways, taxiways and aprons or parking ramps. 

Here too, Air Force and Joint Cross Service Group data contain factual errors which 
disadvantage Reese AFB. 

An example is  the rating for taxiways and aprons. The Air Force Bullet Backaround 
Paper on Reese AFB lists Reese AFB as having taxiway and apron condition that is 
only 29% adequate with taxiways rated at 62% Code 1 or adequate and aprons at 9% 
Code I or adequate (see Tab E). 

First of all, our calculations using corrected condition ratings in the Air Force's own 
supplemental data call indicated that Reese has a taxiway and apron condition of 32% 
instead of 29% (see Tab F). 



Second, this data does not agree with the analysis of the Airfield Pavement Evaluation: 
Reese Air Force Base. Texas, May 1993 published by the Air Force Civil Engineering 
Support Agency. This late 1993 Air Force technical report lists Reese AFB's taxiways 
conditions as: 

Taxiwav A 

............................ - PCC portion Very Good 

............................... - AC portion Fair 

Taxiwav B Excellent 

Taxiwav C 

................................. - East end Very Good 

........................ - T-140 - T-166 Excellent 

- T-260 - T-27B ........................ Very Good 

-. West of Runway 17R - 35L .... Very Poor 

Taxiwav D ............................................ Excellent 

Taxiwav E ................................................ Very Poor 

Taxiwav F ................................................ Excellent5 

The Air Force lists apron conditions as onlly 9 percent adequate or Code 1. This 
data also does not agree with the Air Force Civil Engineering report Airfield Pavement 
Evaluation. Reese Air Force Base, Texas. In that report Reese's aircraft aprons are 
rated as follows: 

Aircraft parkina aprons ........................... Good 

Hammerhead aprons (fokfi .................... Excellent6 

These are clear discrepancies in the data and it can be argued credibly that a report 
by the Air Force Civil Engineering Support Agency is the more credible source. This 
report lists Reese AFB's taxiways and aprons as generally excellent to  good. 

FACTUAL ERRORS ARE NUMEROUS AND SERIOUS 

It can be seen from the forgoing that Air Force and Joint Cross Service Group 
analysis on these three important measures of merit (airspace, weather and 
airfield condition) is  flawed and therefore its conclusions are suspect and subject 
to serious challenge. 

See report p. 11-13 (Tab L) 

See report p. 13. (Tab L) 



The factual errors described above are serious and involve the most important 
measures of merit. Nevertheless, they are not the only factual errors. In other 
factors of lesser weight, Reese AFB is also disadvantaged. In the important areas of 
Facilities Capacity and Condition and more importantly in the critical area of 
housing, Air Force and Joint Cross Service Group data contains errors of  fact 
and errors of  omission. 

Critical data such as asbestos remediation problems are not a part of the analysis. 
For instance, Vance AFB has an asbestos remediation problem in 84 percent of its 
facilities. Reese AFB has 0.0 percent asbes1:os problem. This important facilities 
condition was not considered. 

Vance has 37 percent of its buildings over 50 years of age. Only 2 percent of 
Reese's buildings are beyond 50 years of age (see Tab E). 

In the important facilities category of infrastructure such as electric distribution, 
sewer, potable water, water for fire protection, roads and parking, 83 percent of 
Reese's facilities are Code 1 while only 41 percent of Vance AFB's infrastructure 
facilities are Code 1 (see Tab F for corrected data). 

HOUSING 

In the area of Housing, the comparison of Reese AFB and Vance AFB is  striking! 
Every single housing unit at Vance is substandard and in need of "whole house 
renovation or replacement." Seventy two percent of Reese AFB1s housing (289 units or 
more units than Vance's total of 230) meets current "whole house standards of 
accommodation and repair.". The remaining 11 1 units are in the process of being 
renovated. Vance AFB has a shortage of housing, whether adequate or not (0% 
meet whole house standards established by the Air Force). Reese AFB has a surplus 
of housing both on base and in the civilian community (see Tab G). This 
important factor was virtually ignored by the Joint Cross Service Group analysis, 
where the housing at Vance AFB and Reese ,AFB is listed as 100% adequate. This is 
a gross oversight on an issue of critical importance according to Secretary of 
Defense and each of the Service Secretaries. This gross flaw in the analysis 
alone provides sufficient reason for a full review of UPT recommendations. 

It is important to note that Secretary of Defense Perry in his Annual Defense Report 
dated February 1995 highlighted housing and the condition of facilities as a key 
factor in maintaining readiness and retaining quality personnel. He said: "Poor 
facilities and quality of life detract from retention of highly qualified and 
motivated personnel ... A key focus area in military quality of life is  family and 
bachelor housing ... The Department recognizes the link between facility condition 
and readiness."7 

Despite the high priority given by the Secretary of Defense and even the Secretary of 
the Air Force to facilities and Quality of Life issues, this factor so key to readiness and 
- -- - - - 

William J. Peny, Annual Remrt to the President and Comgress. February 1995, p. 148. 
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retention was downplayed in the Joint UPT analysis. The housing advantages at 
Reese AFB are substantial. The Quality of Life features at Reese AFB are also 
overwhelming but they too were ignored, distorted by factual errors or downplayed by 
the severely restricted analysis of the Joint Cross Service Group. 

QUALITY OF LIFE 

It i s  in the category of Quality of Life that the Joint Cross Service Group and Air 
Force analysis fails completely. The one LJPT base in the Air Education and 
Training Command which has been chosen repeatedly in recent years as the 
number one base in Air Force base preference surveys of student and instructor 
pilots is  the base which the Joint Cross Service Group analysis ranks at the 
bottom of the pile.8 

An analysis of how this happened must focus on the Air Force's stoplight system of 
rating with its red light for least desirable; green light for most desirable and yellow for 
"in -between." This system allowed for the arbitrary drawing of lines or cut off points 
between red, green and yellow. The chart attached at Tab H demonstrates how the 
choice of a cut-off point can give a green light to one base and a yellow to another 
even though the differences are slight. In the Off-Base Housing Affordability chart at 
Tab H, Reese got a yellow even though its C:ost of Living Index according to the 
American Chamber of Commerce Researcher's Association (ACCRA) Cost of Living 
Survey is well below the national average and the quality and quantity of off-base 
housing in Lubbock, Texas is superior. 

A second chart on the Suitability of Housing at Tab I illustrates the fallibility of the Air 
Force approach. Reese AFB is given a yellow light because 6.3% of off-base housing 
is rated unsuitable while Vance gets a green1 light with 2.8% of off-base housing rated 
undesirable. The cut-off line between green and yellow appears to have been 
designed to "amplify differences" to use the words of the Secretary of the Air Force in 
her recent BRAC testimony. 

Reese AFB is near the major metropolitan area of Lubbock, Texas. There are literally 
thousands of housing units available -- 94% of them acceptable or suitable. There is a 
surplus of available, suitable housing at R.eese AFB and a deficit at Vance. Yet 
according to  the Air Force rating system Reese gets a yellow and Vance gets a 
green. The Air Force system is flawed and it's unfair. 

This same flawed rating system created other anomalies or distortions. For example, 
Reese got a yellow light for transportation; Vance got a green. Yet, Reese is in 
Lubbock, Texas with an international airport, five scheduled air lines and is  four 
hours from Washington, D.C. by scheduled airline. Vance has a small rural airport 
with limited air service. However, according #to the Air Force, because Reese no longer 

Confirmed by Air Force Air Education and Training Colnimand spokesman, see Lubbock Avalanche-Jownal 
front page article February 9, 1995. (See Tab M) 



has bus service from the base to town ( discontinued because of lack of ridership) -- 
Reese gets a yellow rating and Vance gets green. 

This is the kind of short-sighted analysis that moved Reese AFB from the premier base 
within the Air Education and Training Command in 1991 to the poor Tier Ill inferior 
base according to Pentagon and Air Force analysis in 1995. 

A final example of just how flawed the Air Force and Joint Cross Service Group 
analysis is can be found in the rating of Reese AFB with respect to educational 
opportunities. 

Reese got a red light on Pupil Teacher Ratio because of a factual error. The Pupil 
to Teacher Ratio of Lubbock schools (K through 12) is rated as 35 to 1. This is a gross 
error - the State of Texas requires its public school systems to meet or exceed the 
state standard of 22 to 1 - the actual Pupil Teacher Ratio is 16.8 to I .  

With respect to off-base college and graduate education, Reese and Vance are 
rated the same -- green light. Yet, the contrast between Reese and Vance in this 
area so important to young Air Force personnel could not be more stark. Vance 
AFB has nearby, one small Private, Liberal Arts University with a total enrollment of 
under 700 and only I00  graduate students. 1117 contrast, nearby to Reese AFB are 
Texas Tech with an undergraduate enrollment of 17,000 plus and a graduate 
enrollment of over 4,000 full time students and three other colleges. It has a Medical 
School, a Law School, Nursing Schools and more. Yet, by the Air Force rating system 
Reese AFB and Vance AFB are equal in off-base education and in overall education 
rating Reese is scored lower than Vance. 

This item alone destroys the credibility of the Air Force analysis. 

CONCLUSION 

There is an overwhelming amount of data available in the base closure process and it 
is important to not allow analytical models and systems analysis via computers to 
obscure common sense. 

This memo has documented numerous flaws in the Air Force and DoD decision 
making process with respect to Undergraduate Pilot Training. It has focused on a 
comparison of Reese AFB and Vance AFB as a means of demonstrating how a 
narrowly focused, flawed model can select out a premier base and define it as Tier 
lll/unacceptable. This is the tyranny of systems analysis and analytical models. 

Reese AFB is  the number one choice of Air Force Student and Instructor Pilots. 
Reese was chosen just a few short years ago to be the model base for Joint Navy and 
Air Force pilot training and the first base to receive the new T-1 Jayhawk trainer 
aircraft. Reese was considered a premier base. 

Now the Air Force must close a UPT base. They had to choose one. They used a 
model and it gave them a bad answer. The data is in error. The model is  flawed. 
The decision is  wrong. 



The Air Force should have listened to its own people. They are the ones that 
have voted their preferences and they have consistently chosen Reese AFB. If 
you ask Air Force pilots, instructors, and their spouses they will tell you -- Reese 
is  number one because of Quality of Life in Lubbock, Texas -- It has: good jobs, 
good housing, good schools with graduate degrees available, a social life for 
student pilots and their families and the convenience of an international airport. 



AIRSPACE DATA 
USED BY 

JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

VALUEDATA CALL THAT DO NOT AGREE WITH DATA IN 1995 AIR 
FORCE QUESTIONNAIRE; AND DATA THAT IS INCORRECT (SUCH AS ALTITUDES FOR REESE'S "HIGH AREAS 

ATCAAs SHOULD BE ADDED) 
.- -. - - 

NOTE 2: BOTH BASES ARE CLAIMING AREASCONTROLEDD USED BY OTHER BASES. IN FACT BOTH ARE 
CLAIMING AREAS (WASHITA AND WESTOVER) THAT ARE TRAINING AREAS FOR SHEPPARD AFB ANOTHER UPT 
TRAINING BASE THAT WAS EXEMPTED. TRACY MOA AND EUREKA MOA ARE McCONNELL AFB's AIRSPACE; ROBY 
MOA IS DYESS AFB's AIRSPACE; R5104AIB IS CANNON AFB's RANGE; AND A683 IS THE AIRSPACE OVER 
McCONNELL AFB. 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE W g g  QUESTIONNAIFE , PARA 1.2.E.1; AND MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS: DATA CALL WORK SHEETS, 
FACILITIES. PARA A.10 - 
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AIRSPACE DATA 
USED BY 

JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 
CORRECTED FOR DATA ERRORS - - -- - . . . . . - - - - - - - ---I 

ARE DATA IN MILITARY VALUE DATA CALL THAT DO NOT AGREE WITH DATA IN 1995 AIR 
FORCE QUESTIONNAIRE; AND DATA THAT IS INCORRECT (SUCH AS ALTITUDES FOR REESE'S "HIGH" AREAS 
SHOULD BE 11,000ft AND NORMAN AND RAMSEY ATCAAs SHOULD BE ADDED) 

NOTE 2: BOTH BASES ARE CLAIMING AREAS CONTROLED AND USED BY OTHER BASES. IN FACT BOTH ARE 
CLAIMING AREAS (WASHITA AND WESTOVER) THAT ARE TRAINING AREAS FOR SHEPPARD AFB ANOTHER UPT 
TRAINING BASE THAT WAS EXEMPTED. TRACY MOA AND EUREKA MOA ARE McCONNELL AFB's AIRSPACE; ROBY 
MOA IS DYESS AFB's AIRSPACE; R5104NB IS CANNON AFB's RANGE; AND A683 IS THE AIRSPACE OVER 
McCONNELL AFB. 

SOURCE: 19% p i ,  PARA 1.2.E.l; AND A 
W-, FACILITIES, PARA A.10 
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MONTH 

WEATHER DATA INCONSISTENCIES 

I VANCE 

% HOURS 
BELOW 

300R 
CEILINGS & 

1.Orni 
VISIBILITY 

REESE 

% HOURS 
VMC 

% OF ALL SORTIES 
RESCHEDULED1 

CANCELED DUE TO 
% HOURS 

IMC 
% HOURS 

VMC 
% HOURI 

IMC 

% HOURS 
BELOW 

300R 
CEILINGS I 

1.Omi 
VISIBILITY 

NOTE: THESE STATISTICS GIVE REESE A DISTIN($TIVE ADVANTAGE ESPECIALLY IN THE 
CRITICAL MEASURE OF "% SORTIES RESCHEDUI-EDICANCELLED DUE TO WEATHER." THE 
'WEATHER STATISTIC USED IN JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP CALCULATIONS WAS THE 
BASE'S PLANNING FACTOR NOT ACTUAL DATA. ACTUAL DATA CONSISTENTLY ESTABLISHES 

I 
-- 

~SOURCE: MILITARY VALUE ANALYSIS: DATA CALLXRK SHEETS, PARA F.I. 

I 
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% OF ALL SORTIES 
RESCHEDULEDI 
CANCELED DUE 

TO WX 



WEATHER COMPARISON 

NOTE: REESE CROSSWINDS EXCEED 25 KTS 1.4% OF THE TIME. THAT 
IS 4 DAYS OUT OF THEIR 242 TRAINING DAYS PER YEAR. VANCE 
LOSES 0.9% OR 2 DAYS. 

NOTE: VANCE HAS 19 DAYS OF FREEZING PRECIPITATION PER YEAR 
REESE HAS 17 DAYS OF FREEZING PRECIPITATION PER YEAR. 

NOTE: IF YOU ASSUME VANCE LOSES TWO MORE TRAINING DAYS 
PER YEAR THAN REESE TO FREEZING PRECIP, THEN VANCE LOSES 4 
TRAINING DAYS PER YEAR TO WEATHER JUST LIKE REESE. 

SOURCE OF DATA: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE, PARA 1.2.J.1-3 

SLIDE 1 
-1 '4 

3/1M)6 1:69 AM I T--- 



FACILITIES CAPACI NICONDITION 
DATA USED BY JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP 

VANCE I REESE I - - - . - - - ~ 

% CODE1 
FAC sq R CODE , sq 

TOTAL 937922 651108 1106183 772129 

% TOTAL CODE 1 69% 70% 

FACILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITYICONDITION 

[RUNWAYS 1 6781671 1001 6781671 1 706i881 801 5653501 

% TOTAL CODE 1 100% 80% 

TOTAL 51 641 5 321663 599880 171379 

% TOTAL CODE 1 62% 29% 

TOTAL 1079848 443468 1565079 1299490 

X TOTAL CODE 1 41 % 83% 

NOTE 1: 84% of Vance's facilities have asbestos ~ r o b l e 6 j  -- 

NOTE 2: 0% of Reese's facilities have asbestos Droblem--'- -- 

NOTE 3: TO UPGRADE VANCE'S RUNWAYS, TAXIWAYS;AND RAMPS WOULD CONSISTENTLY TAKE 
TWICE AS MUCH CONCRETE AS THE SAME UPGRADE AT REESE (EXAMPLE: UPGRADE RUNWAYS 
-FOR C-141, VANCE NEEDS 17" CONCRETE. REESE NEEJ)S 7") 
'NOTE 4: 37% OF VANCE'S BUILDINGS ARE OVER 50 YEARS OLD. ONLY 2% OF REESE'S 
BUILDINGS ARE OVER 50 YEARS OLD. -. 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE, P A ~ A  Il.l.B.l; PARA 11.2.F.9; PARA V111.7.A.; 



FACILITIES CAPAClTYlCONDlTlON 
RESULTS CORRECTEL) FOR DATA ERRORS 

I VANCE I I REESE 
% 

FAC sq R CODE 
CODE I 

F,hC sq R 
sq R 

% TOTAL CODE I 69% 75% 

FACILITIES INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITYICONDITION 
IRUNWAYS 1 6781671 1001 6781671 1 7066881 801 5653501 

% TOTAL CODE 1 100% 80% 

% TOTAL CODE 1 62% 32% 

225259 

TOTAL 1079848 834966 1566079 1299490 

73 164439 

% TOTAL CODE 1 77% 83% 

1 2911561 541 1572241 

TOTAL 51 641 5 321663 533393 172732 

NOTE 1: 84% of  Vance's facilities have asbestos ~ r o b l e m  

NOTE 2: 0% of Reese's facilities have asbestos problem 

NOTE 3: TO UPGRADE VANCE'S RUNWAYS, TAXIWAYS, AND RAMPS WOULD CONSISTENTLY TAKE I 
TWICE AS MUCH CONCRETE AS THE SAME UPGRADE AT REESE (EXAMPLE: UPGRADE RUNWAYS 1 
FOR C-141. VANCE NEEDS 17" CONCRETE, REESE NEEDS 7") 

NOTE 4: 37% OF VANCE'S BUILDINGS ARE OVER 50 YEARS OLD. ONLY 2% OF REESEoS 
BUILDINGS ARE OVER 50 YEARS OLD. -- 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE,-PARA ll.1.B.l; PARA 11.2.F.9; PARA V111.7.A.; 
PARA V111.12.B; AND MARCH 1993 BASE INFORMATJON -- QUESTIONNAIRE, PARA 11.2.8.1 

Page 1 



HOUSING 

I CAPACITY 1 

I CONDITION 

1 

NUMBER OF ADEQUATE 
UNITS 
CURRENT DEFICIT (-) OR 
SURPLUS IN VALIDATED 
MARKET ANALYSIS 
FY9514 PROJECTED NET 
HOUSING DEFICIT (-) OR 
SUPLUS OF UNITS 

NUMBER OF ADEQUATE 
UNITS MEETING CURRENT 
WHOLE-HOUSE STANDARDS 
OF ACCOMMODATION AND 
STATE OF REPAIR 

VANCE 

229 

-21 

11 3 

NUMBER OF ADEQUATE 
UNITS REQUIRING WHOLE- 
HOUSE RENOVATION OR 
REPLACEMENT 

% OF MILITARY FAMILIES LIVING ON BASE A 8  COMPARED 
TO TOTAL NUMBER ASSIGNED TO BASE 1 

NOTE 1: Estimated cost of renovating ~eese's housing - $6M. City of Lubbock has 
proposed a housing purchase leaseback arrangement whereby they would pay for 
Irenovation - saves Air Force S6M. -- 

~NOTE 2: To renovate Vance's houses will take at least $12M. We believe this cost 

REESE 
44.00% 
60.00% 

OFFICER FAMILIES 
ENLISTED FAMILIES 

was not considered in  the Air ForceIDoD cost -- analysis. 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIQNNAIRE, -- PARA 11.1.C.1-3 

VANCE 
34.60% 
33.90% 

Page 1 

,ALL FAMILIES 34.30% 52.00% 



OFF-BASE HOUSING 

AFFORDABILITY 
(MEDIAN MONTHLY COST OF OFF-BASE HOUSING) 

RED 

YELLOW 

VANCE REESE LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE, PARA V11.1 .A.1-4 

GREE 

SLIDE 1 



OFF-BASE HOUSING 

SUITABILITY 
(PERCENT OF OFF-BASE HOUSING RATED UNSUITABLE IN LATEST VHA SURVEY) 

RED 

16.00% 

14.00% A 

12.00% 

10.00% YELLOW 

GREEN 

VANCE REESE LAUGHLIN COLUMBUS 

SOURCE: 1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE, PARA V11.1.A.1-4 
SUDE 2 

-\ L. 

316196 2:Ol AM 
t- 

\- .\ 



BULLET BACKGROUND PAPER 
ON 

REESE AIR FORCE BASE, TEXAS, JOINT CROSS SERVICE GROUP DATA 

PURPOSE 
This background paper will provide a synopsis of data used by the Joint Cross Service Grovp for 
Undergraduate Pilot Training (JCSG-UPT) in their analysis. The JCSG-UPT examined each UPT base 
(USAF, USN, USA) against 10 measures of merit (e.g., Weather, Airspace & Flight Training Areas, 
Airfields, Ground Training Facilities, etc) in 13 functional areas (e.g., Primary, BombertFighter, .= - 
Airlift/Tanker, etc). The goal was to recommend a base structure that retained the most flexibility for -- - 
pilotlnavigator training requirements through the turn of the century. 

BACKGROUND 
Specific information on Reese AFB 

- Airspace available for training 
- MOAIWA 30,958 sq mi ' - Ranked last of all joint UPT bases 
- MONAA 31,116 sq mi - Ranked above NAS Whiting, NAS Pensacola, Sheppard AFB 
- Avkrage distance to training areas, second highest behind Randolph AFB 
- Available Military Training Routes, second to last 

- NAS Meridian last (S), TIED with NAS Corpus Christi, NAS Pensacola, NAS 
Kingsville 

- Weather 
- Sortie attrition planning factor 27-28%; highest of all bases 
- Crosswinds greater than 25 knots 1.4% of the time; highest of aU bases 
- Density altitude sometimes exceeds safe operating limits for T-38 (Cat IV operations) 

- Closest AF base is Vance when tern11 reaches 11 6 degrees Fahrenheit 

- Airfield condition 
- Runway condition 85% adequate 

- NAS Whiting and Randolph AFB have lower reported percentage of adequate runway 
surface 

- Taxiwaylapron condition 29% adequate 
- Randolph AFB has lower reported percentage of adequate taxiways/apron surface 

CONCLUSION 
The ICSG-UPT weighted Weather, Airspace & Flight Training Areas and Airfields more heavily than 
other measures .of merit due to the importance of those measures to the task of training rated officers. 
Weights varied from function to function'to account for mission requirement differences (e.g., Weather 
criteria had less weight in the m d e  for Airl i ianker training because of airframe capabilities and a 
more experienced student population). 



In 1991, except for Williams AFB which cbsed, UPT bases generally were ranked equal 
and by Air Force records Reese AFB was ranked the same as other UPT bases. In 1993 the - 
BCEG excludtd all UPT bases from consideration tiue to insufficient excess capacity in the pilot 
training category. Consequently, UPT bases wen not ranked against each other. During the 
1995 round the BCEG had the difficult task to iden.tlfv closure alternatives for the SECAF since 
every base in the UPT category was a "survivor" of previous rounds. The discriminators (e.g., 
amount of airspace, effects of weather on trainiig, number of military training routes, etc.) were 
developed to assist in making its closm recommentfations. Reese was evaluated in the same 
manner as the other UPT bases, against the same criteria, and was recommended by the SECAF 
for closure. 



Air Force Team 
specific Compliance 

BASE VALIDATION (BLYING TRAINING) 

PROCESS 

This process checked the validity of the base ranking/grouping 
and closure recommendations by examining the subelement ratings, 
associated criteria ratings, and resulting overall standings of the 
all bases within the Flying Training category. The Air Force 
assigned color ratings to each of t:he sub-elements for scoring and 
rating the bases for six of the eight criteria. The other two 
criteria were given numerical values; As the Air Force methology 
using ten senior Air Force officials was not available a three part 
process was establish to attempt to highlight inconsistencies. 

Part one was to tabulate the ranking. Part two was to use the 
team member's judgment and establish the rating. Part three was to 
assign a numerical value to all ratings (colors and numerical 
ratings). The numeric values were then summed to establish an 
order of merit for each criteria. Similarily the overall base 
order of merit was established by again assigning numerical values 
and sumqing the values. In all cases the result was compared with 
the Air Force decision to identify any possible inconsistencies 
which could not be explained by mi-litary judgment. The assigned 
values were as follows: 

' Red 1 Yellow+ 5 
Red+ 2 Green- 6 
Yellow- 3 Green 7 
Yellow 4 Green+ 8 

Bases Examined: - Columbus AFB - Laughlin AFB - Reese AFB - Vance AFB - -. Williams AFB 

Analysis : - Criteria 1 
-- Columbus 

I -- Laughlin -- Reese -- Vance -- Williams - Criteria 2 - 
-- Columbus -- Laughlin -- :Reese -- 'Vance -- 'CJilliams - Criteria 3 
-- Columbus 



- . Laughlin 4-1-5 Y Y- 37 -- Reese 4-0-6 Y- R+ 32 -- Vance 4-2-4 Y Y 40 -- ~illiams 4-1-5 R+ Y- 37 - criteria 4 and 5 are. numerical. - Criteria 6 
-- Columb~~ 4-1-0 G G 32 -- Laughlin 4-0-1 G G- 29 -- Reese 2-3-0 Y Y 26 
-- Vance 5-0-0 G G 35 -- Williams 2-0-3 R Y- 17 - criteria 7 
-- Columbus 6-0-2 .' Y G- 44 -- Laughlin 5-3-0 Y G- 47 
-- Reese 5-0-1 G G- 36 -- Vance 7-1-0 G G 53 -- Williams 5-1-2 Y Y 41 - Criteria 8' -- Columb~s 4-8-0 Y Y+ 60 -- Laughlin 8-3-1 Y+ G- 69 -- Reese 8-3-1 G- G- 69 -- Vance 4-8-0 Y Y+ 60 -- Williams 6-;! -4 R Y- 54 - Overall Rating (Equal weighting) 
-- Columbus 4-1.-1-2-0-0-0 47 5.9 G- -- Laughlin 5-0-1-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- -- Reese 5-1.-0-1-1-0-0 48 6.0 G- -- Vance 4-2-0-2-0-0-0 48 6.0 G- -- Williams 2-1.-0-1-1-1-2 30 4.3 E! 

- Overall Rating (80% 20% Split) -- C ~ l u m b ~ ~ ,  6-5-7-7-7-7-5-5 124 
-- Laughlin 7-7-5-7-7-7-5-6 129 -- Reese 7-7-4-7-7-5-7-6 125 -- Vance 6-6-5-7-7-7-7-5 122 -- Williams 6-2-4-7-7-1-5-1 90 

FINDINGS 

- None of the ratings by team member varied by a full letter 
' 

grade from the ratings of the BCEG. - Numerical ratings were consistent with the BCEG. - Williams is significantly lower than the other bases when 
evaluated regardless of' weighting. Single rating error on 
Williams would not change the resulting order. 

CONCLUSIONS 

- Base ratings were validat,ed. 
, Selection of Williams for closure is validated. 





SECTION I: INTRODUCTION 

1. A pavement evaluation teeam from HQ Air Force Civil 
~ngineering Support Agency (AFCESA) conducted a combined 
destructive and nondestructive structural airfield pavement 
evaluation at Reese AFB and Terry County Auxiliary Airfield, 
Texas, 15-24 October, 1992. The primary objectives of the 
evaluation were to: 

a. Determine in-place physical properties of the 
pavement structure for each feature, 

b. Compute allowable gross loads (AGLs) and pavement 
classification numbers (PCNs) for those features, 

c. -Rate the surface condition of each feature, and 

d. Identify causes for existing or potential pavement 
distresses and make subsequent recommendations. 

2. This report provides airfield pavement strength and 
condition information that can be used to manage an airfield 
system. Results of pavement evaluation studies can be used to: 

a. Determine type and gross weights of aircraft that 
can operate from a given airfield feature without damage to the 
pavements or the aircraft. 

b. Develop operations usage patterns for a particular 
airfield pavement system (e.g. parking plans, apron usage 
patterns, traffic flow, etc.). 

c. Project or identify major maintenance or repair 
requirements for an airfield to support present or proposed 
aircraft missions. When pavement rehabilitations are needed, 
it can be used to furnish engineering data to aid in the 
project design. 

d. Help airfield planning functions with airfield 
layout and load capacity data. 

e. Develop and validate pavement system profile 
information. 

f. Support programming documents that justify major 
pavement restoration projects. 



3 .  Many detailed appendices are used to report the vast 
amount of information gathered. A description of each appendix 
is provided below. 

airfield Feature Tavout Plan: Graphically 
depicts the different pavement features 
and designations of .the airfzeld. 

Construction Historv: contains an updated 
construction history for each feature. 

Test and Core Location Plaq: Core 
locatfons, thicknesses and portland cement 
concrete (PCC) f lexual strengths are 
documented on the core plan. Also 
includes dynamic cone penetrometer (DCP) 
test results and test pit locations and 
cross sections. 

Condition Suntev and Photo Plaq: Rates 
the surface condition of the airfield 
features. These ratings are a qualitative 
assessment based upon visual observations. 
The scale is the same as used in AFR 
93-5.  Photos and locations of significant 
pavement distresses are shown. 

Summarv of Physical Pro~ertv Data: 
Physical properties of each pavement 
feature evaluated are tabulated in this 
appendix. Included are feature 
dimensions, material types, thicknesses of 
layers, and engineering properties. 

Allowable G r o s s  Laads ( A G L s )  and Pavement 
Classification Numbers (PCNsI: A listing 
of the allowable magnitude of loads at 
four pass intensity levels for each 
aircraft group is shown. .=sf a 
standardized method of reporting pavement 
strength, are also included. 

Belated Information: fncluded in this are 
c1imat.i~ data, aircraft group indices, 
gross weight limits for aircraft groups, 
and pass intensity levels. 

B. pavements Evaluated: All asphaltic concrete (AC) and 
portland cement concrete (PCC) airfield pavements at Reese AFB 
and Terry County Auxiliary Airfield, with the exception of the 
overruns and the hangar aprons, were evaluated. 



SECTION 11: BACKGROUND DATA 

General Descri~tion of Airfield: 

1. The airfield at Reese AFB consists of three parallel 
north-south runways connected to the main aircraft apron at the 
north end by Taxiway B and at the south end by Taxiway C. 
Taxiway A runs along the west edge of the main aircraft apron 
and is the main parallel taxiway. T e q  County Auxiliary 
~irfield consists of one north-south runway, a parallel 
taxiway, and a small parking apron. 

2. The airfield layout and feature designations are 
presented in Appendix A, page A-1. The type of pavement, 
asphaltic concrete (AC) or portland cement concrete (PCC), and 
pavement thicknesses are also listed here. This layout or 
ufeature planw was updated from the one in the 1984 Airfield 
Pavement Evaluation Report (Reference 1). Features were 
identified from discussions of the construction history with 
the base pavements engineer, visual observations of the 
airfield surface, and from data gathered during the field 
testing phase of the evaluation,. 

3. Airfield designations (Runway 17L-35R, Taxiway C, etc.) 
are shown on page A-2. 

B. Aircraft Traffic: Aircraft types at Reese AFB consisted 
primarily of the T-1, T-37, and the T-38. 

C. Construction History: Appendix B presents a complete 
construction history listed by feature. It includes project 
numbers. 

D. previous Evaluations: An Air ~ o r c e  nondestructive pavement 
evaluation was performed in 1984. The main problems noted at 
that time were some degree of joint sealant deterioration in 
the PCC pavements and some rubber buildup in the touchdown 
areas of the outside runway. A pavement evaluation was also 
conducted in 1975 (Reference 2). 

Climatic Data: 

1. A summary of climatic data is presented in Appendix G. 
A narrative and climatological chart are provided. The Design 
Freezing Index for Reese AFB is 54. Because the subgrade is 
protected from frost penetration by the pavement and base 
course layers, the airfield was not evaluated for frost 
susceptibility. 

2,  Field testing was conducted under fair, mild conditions. 



SECTION IZI : TEST PROCEDURES 

1. Nondestructive testing was accomplished using the 
Dynatest Falling weight Defl.ectometer (FWD). This evaluation 
method uses a drop weight and velocity transducers to record 
deflection basins at the test site. Results of these tests are 
used to determine engineering material properties of the 
pavement layers using layered elastic theory. These data, 
combined with other field and laboratory test results, were 
used in conjunction with aircraft load and landing gear 
characteristics to determine pavement allowable gross loads 
(AGLs) and pavement classification numbers (PCNs) for the 
various aircraft groups. 

2. Field testing also included extraction of 154 pavement 
cores, including 28 at Terry County Auxiliary Airfield. Core 
locations are from features throughout the airfield and are 
shown in Appendix C-1. The cores were sent to HQAFCESA at 
Tyndall AFB for analysis and lab testing. 

3. Destructive tests, cons,isting of two pits excavated on 
Runway 17L-35R, were also conducted. A Plate Bearing Test was 
conducted in one test pit to measure the modulus of subgrade 
reaction, k. The k value is a measure of the bearing strength 
of a subgrade soil and is an important factor in the design of 
PCC pavements. In the other pit, a California Bearing Ratio 
(CBR) test was performed on the caliche base.layer and on the 
subgrade soil. The CBR is also a measure of bearing strength 
and is used in the design of AC pavements. Measurements were 
also taken of base and subgrade densities and moisture content 
to provide additional information to.use in the evaluation of 
this pavement and in the design of projects to repair or 
reconstruct this runway. Results of these measurements are 
shown in Appendix C. Bulk samples of caliche base and subgrade 
soils were collected for further testing at HQ AFCESA. 

pboratorv Testinq: 

1. PCC cores were test.ed for strength by tensile splitting 
in accordance with ASTM's "Standard Test Methods." The 
six-inch core tensile 6plit.ting strengths were then converted 
to flexural strengths using an empirical relationship 
(Reference 3). Flexural strengths are reported on the MCore 
Hole/Test ~ocation Planm (Appendix C) and in Appendix E. 

2. Bulk samples of base and subgrade soils were tested to 
determine various physical properties such as classification, 
gradation, plasticity characteristics, and moisture/density/CBR 
relationships. Results of these tests are given in Appendix E. 



SECTION IV: METHODOLOGY OF ANALYSIS 

A. phvsical Pro~ertv Data: The parameters used for this 
evaluation in computing AGLs are summarized in Appendix E. The 
data presented here-were-selected as Lhe most  xepresentative 
values of thicknesses and strengths for each feature. One such 
strength parameter of each layer is the calculated modulus of 
elasticity, E. This modulus was determined for each layer 
based on a computer model of the in situ pavements. Pavement 
systems were modeled based =-the assumed profile of layers, 
material types and thicknesses' and also to best fit the 
deflection response measured in the field. Pavement 
load-carrying capacities were then calculated. Failure 
criteria used in the allowable load analysis is different for 
rigid and flexible pavements. Rigid (and composite) pavement 
failure criteria is based on a limiting tensile stress of the 
concrete. Conversely, campressive subgrade strain and limiting 
AC tensile strain are failure parameters used in the AGL 
calculation of flexible pavement systems. 

petermination .of 'A l lmva%le  Gross. L;Pads (AGLs) : 

1. The AGLs were compiled by computer program based on 
procedures in AFM 88-24, Chapter 1 (Re-ference 4), and are 
listed in Appendix F. AGLs were reduced 25 percent for those 
features whose condition rating was POOR or worse. 

2. The traffic desiynator at the end of each feature 
number (A, B, or C) indicates the normal type of traffic. "Au 
is for channelized traffic, fully loaded aircraft. B is for 
nonchannelized, but full loads such as aprons. C is for less 
than full loads, such as runway interiors where the wings carry 
some of the load. The "Bn designator raises AGLs approximately 
5 percent while the "Cn designator raises AGLs approximately 25 
percent. This should be considered when comparing AGLs or PCNs 
of a feature with A traffic to those with C traffic. 

3 .  Appendix E outlines the engineering properties used to 
calculate the AGLs. The "Related Dataw sheet in Appendix G 
aids in reading the AGL chart in Appendix F. Listed are the 
different pass intensity levels, aircraft group indices, and 
gross weight limits for those aircraft groups. 

4. After years of traffic, properly designed pavement 
systems will usually begin to experience fatigue cracking, even 
if the loads do not exceed the AGLs contained in this report. 
At that time, the pavement will likely need a major repair or 
replacement project. From time to time, it may be necessary to 
operate an aircraft on a given pavement feature at a weight 
that exceeds the AGL. Overloading the pavement in an isolated 
instance will not necessarily cause an instant failure, but the 



pavement engineer must be aware that there will be some 
reduction in pavement life. Most pavements are subjected to 
many different types of aircraft, at various weights, and each 
one has its own unique impact on pavement life. When 
evaluating how much life a pavement feature has ieft, the 
engineer must consider the current pavement condition, all of 
the aircraft types that will use the pavement, and the previous 
aircraft traffic. Each AGL is based on the assumption that all 
of the pavement life is used by that one aircraft ,type. When 
several different aircraft use the airfield, each aircraft type 
uses a portion of the pavement life, and the combined effect on 
pavement life from all aircraft must be taken into account. A 
simple example of how the AGL tables can be used to determine 
the allowable gross load for any pass level is shown below. In 
similar fashion, the life of a pavement feature, or number of 
passes until failure, can be determined for a given aircraft 
weight. 

EXAMPLE PROBLEM 

Runway 17R-35L is needed to support F-15C operations. a) Find 
the maximum load limit on this runway for 10,000 passes of an 
F-15C. (b) If the assumed operating weight can be limited to 
52 kips, how many F-15C passes can be expected before failure? 

SOLUTION 

From the AGL table in Appendix F, Feature R5B is the limiting 
feature on this runway since it has the lowest AGLs. The AGLs 
for an F-15C (Group 2) on Feature R5B at pass Intensity Levels 
I-IV (300,000, 50,000, 15,000, and 3,000 passes) are 47, 55, 
62, and 75 kips, respectively. The weights and passes are 
plotted on semi-log paper as shown in Figure 1. (a) The 
completed graph indicates that to support 10,000 passes of an 
F-15C on Feature R5B, the maximum load must be limited to 
approximately 65 kips. (b) Also using Figure 1, a pavement 
life of around 90,000 passes can be expected for an F-15C 
operating weight of 52 kips. 



Number of Passe8 

Figure 1. 



C. pavement classification Number: 

1. The International Civil Aviation organization (ICAO) 
has developed and adopted a standardized method of reporting 
pavement strength. This procedure is known as the Aircraft 
Classification Number/Pavement Classification Number (ACN/PCN) 
method (Reference 5). The ACN is a number that expresses the 
structural effect an aircraft will have on a pavement. The PCN 
is a number that expresses the capability of a pavement to 
support aircraft. Appendix: F provides PCN values far each 
pavement feature. The reported PCN values are based on the AGL 
for Group 9 at Pass Intensity Level I (50,000 passes). Just as 
for AGLS, the PCNs must be based on a particular aircraft group 
and pass intensity level. The PCN will vary depending on which 
aircraft group it is based upon; however, the PCNs listed 
should be sufficient as a guide. 

2. In the ACN/PCN method, the PCN, pavement type, subgrade 
strength category, tire pressure category, and evaluation 
method are all reported together. A code system has been 
implemented to allow an abbreviated presentation of the 
necessary information. The pavement type is abbreviated nRN 
for rigid (PCC) and nFtf for flexible (AC) pavements. There are 
four subgrade categories: A, B, C, and D, for high, medium, 
low, and ultralow subgrade strengths, respectively. The four 
tire pressure categories are W, X I  Y, and 2, for'high, medium, 
low, and very laow tire pressures. The evaluation methods are 
technical, "T", or which is based on the type aircraft 
that commonly use the airfield. The PCN number 31/R/C/W/T, for 
example, indicates a PCN o f  31, a rigid pavement, a low 
strength subgrade, high pressure tires are allowed, and a 
technical evaluation was performed to determine the PCN. Each 
part of the code is important. The number n31w cannot be used 
properly without the letters that follow. 

3. An ACN can be obtained from References 5 or 6,  or from 
pages F-13 through F-26 in Appendix F for any combination of 
pavement type, subgrade catzegory, and aircraft weight. For a 
345,000 pound C-141, the eight possible ACN values are listed 
below: 

RIGID PAVEMENT FLEXIBLE PAVEMENT 

It is very important to be aware that the ACN number varies 
depending on pavement type and subgrade strength category. As 
shown above, for a 345,000 pound C-141, the ACN for rigid 
pavements varies from 50 for a high strength subgrade to 7 5  for 



an u l t r a low s t r e n g t h  subgrade. For a C-141 a t  t h e  same weight 
on a f l e x i b l e  pavement, t h e  ACN ranges from 51 t o  82 depending 
on t h e  subgrade category. For Zower a i r c r a f t  weights,  t h e  ACNs 

I 
are lower. When analyzing t h e  e f f e c t  of an  a i r c r a f t  on a 
s p e c i f i c  pavement f e a t u r e ,  t h e  appropr ia t e  ACN must be 
se lec ted .  For example, from Appendix F, t h e  PCN f o r  Feature 
R8B is 37/R/C/X/T. To determine t h e  e f f e c t  of a 345,000 pound 
C-141 on Feature  R8Bt t h e  c o r r e c t  ACN t o  compare wi th  t h e  PCN 
is 68/R/C. More d e t a i l s  on t h e  PCN nomenclature are provided 
i n  Appendix F on page F-8 and i n  t h e  examples below. 

4 .  A pavement w i l l  support  opera t ions  of an  a i r c r a f t  i f  
t h e  PCN is equal  t o  o r  g r e a t e r  than  t h e  ACN. I f  t h e  PCN is 
less than  t h e  ACN, t h e  pavement w i l l  be overloaded. There may 
be s i t u a t i o n s  when opera to r s  dec ide  it is acceptable  t o  
overload a pavement. Pavements can usua l ly  suppor t  some 
overload, however, pavement l i f e  is reduced. Appendix F, pages 
F-9 through F-12, con ta ins  four  c h a r t s  t h a t  w i l l  a s s i s t  t h e  
a i r f i e l d  manager o r  pavements engineer  i n  determining h o w  much 
pavement l i f e  w i l l  be reduced by overloading t h e  pavement. An 
example of how t h e s e  c h a r t s  a r e  used is shown below. 

EXAMPLE PROBLEW 

Runway 17C-35C must be used t o  support  C-141B a i r c r a f t  weighing 
270 k ips .  Find t h e  weakest f e a t u r e  on t h i s  runway and 
determine how much pavement l i f e  is u t i l i z e d  f o r  100 passes  of 
a 270 k i p  C-141B on t h i s  weakest f ea tu re .  

SOLUTION 

From Appendix F, Fea ture  R6B is t h e  weakest f e a t u r e  on Runway 
17C-35C, wi th  a PCN of 31/R/C. The PCN code a l s o  i n d i c a t e s  
Feature R6B is a r i g i d  pavement 0 v e r . a  low s t r e n g t h  subgrade. 
From page F-21 of Appendix F, t h e  ACN of a 270 k i p  C-141B on a 
r i g i d  pavement of low subgrade s t r e n g t h  is 48. Therefore,  t h e  
ACN/PCN r a t i o  is 1.56. Using Chart  #1 i n  Appendix F, nine 
percent  of t h e  pavement life is u t i l i z e d  f o r  100 passes  of a 
270 k i p  C-141B on a r i g i d  pavement of low subgrade s t r e n g t h .  

Chart  #2 is t h e  same format as Chart #I, bu t  f o r  f l e x i b l e  
pavements. Charts  # 3  and #4 a r e  a l s o  f o r  overloading,  b u t  i n  a 
d i f f e r e n t  format. Using Chart  #3 f o r  an ACN/PCN r a t i o  of 1.56 
on a r i g i d  pavement of low subgrade s t r e n g t h ,  approximately 
1,000 passes  can be made before  t h e  pavement f a i l s .  



SECTION V:: PAVEMENT ASSESSMENT 

A. Overall Visual Assessment: A visual survey was conducted 
on all the airfield pavements to rate the surface condition for 
each feature. Appendix D-1, Condition Sun-, r;trows the 
condition rating for each feature on an airfield map. Appendix 
E also lists these ratings in tabular form. These observations 
are not a detailed pavement condition index (PCI) as outlined 
in AFFt 93-5 (Reference 7); however, the rating scale is the 
same. The ratings are based on random counts of major 
distresses combined with engineering judgment, with AFR 93-5 
used as a guide. The visual survey could be called a mcursory 
PCI.m Pavement condition ratings range from EXCELLENT (like 
new) to FAILED (unsafe for aircraft operations). They are a 
qualitative assessment of the pavement surface and should not 
be confused with the structural capacity of a pavement. For 
example, a pavement surface may rate EXCELLENT but have 
underlying pavement or soil conditions that could result in 
pavement failure under the applied load of a given aircraft. 
On the other hand, a pavement may be structurally sound but the 
surface condition may be hazardous for aircraft traffic (e.g. 
FOD). Identifying the type and severity of distresses can help 
provide an understanding of the pavement's response to current 
loads and for projecting its ability to handle future loads. 
Pavement conditions at Reese AFB range from VERY POOR to 
EXCELLENT. Photos were taken and are shown in Appendix D. 
They are referenced below. 

1. punwavs: 

i. The 11 in. thick PCC features on Runway 
17R-35L, RIB and R3C, are in VERY GOOD condition. Many of the 
slabs contain low severity. longitudinal and/or transverse 
cracks, most of which are sealed (photo 1). Some of the slabs 
are broken into three or four pieces. The affected slabs are 
located throughout these features, so the problem is probably 
not related to aircraft loads. These cracks may have been 
caused by thermal expansion and contraction during seasonal 
variations in temperature. Larger slab sizes, such as the 
approximately 20 ft. X 25 ft. size of these slabs, are more 
susceptible to this type of cracking. Use of 15 ft. X 15 ft. 
or 20 ft. X 20 ft. slabs would help limit this problem in the 
future. 

ii. The PCC features at the 17 end, R4C and R5B, 
are in EXCELLENT condition. The neoprene compression joint 
seals are performing well, although in some places it was 
installed too deep. This allows incompressible material to 
collect in the joints and cause spalling problems when the 
slabs expand in warm weather. 



iii. The AC feature, R2C, was milled and overlaid 
in the fall of 1991 and is in EXCELLENT condition. There were 
two low severity patches at the south end of this feature that 
were placed to repair excessive rutting of the pavement 
surface. The rutting was probably caused either by localized 
failures of the subgrade or possibly by failures in a weak 
caliche layer placed during the original construction and 
discovered in this evaluation. Two dynamic cone penetrometer 
tests were conducted at this location. The results shown on 
page C-2 in Appendix C verify the existence of a weaker layer 
at the top of the subgrade. 

b. Punwav 17C-35C: This runway, including PCC 
features R6B, R7C, and R8B, is In EXCELLENT condition. All 
joints and joint sealant material are performing well. There 
were a number of low severity patches and a couple 'scaled areas 
caused by freeze-thaw cycles or possibly adverse reaction 
within the concrete between the cement and the aggregate (photo 
2 )  

i. The 6 in. thick PCC feature at the 35 end of 
Runway 17L-35R, R9B, is in VERY GOOD condition. There are some 
low severity transverse cracks that have not been sealed. The 
joint sealant material is aged and brittle, and in some places, 
is missing altogether. 

ii. The 6 in. thick PCC feature at the 17 end is 
in GOOD condition. There are several slabs that have low to 
medium severity surface scaling (photo 3). Many of the other 
slabs have low severity transverse cracks. The joint sealant 
material is aged, brittle, and, in some places, missing. 

iii. The AC feature at the intersection of Runway 
17L-35R and Taxiway C is in EXCEiLLENT condition. Judging from 
water stains, there are some depressions in this feature that 
cause ponding of water in wet weather (photo 4). 

iv. The remaining AC features in Runway l 7 L - 3 5 R  
are rated POOR. The entire surface is aged and weathered. 
There are low to medium severity construction joint cracks. 
There are also low and medium severity longitudinal and 
transverse cracks covering most of the surface (photo 5). The 
construction joint cracks are probably due to improper joint 
construction techniques, while the other cracks are most likely 
due to ordinary aging and deterioration. 

2. Taxiwavs: 

a. Taxiwav A: 



i. The PCC portion of Taxiway A is in VERY GOOD 
condition. For most of the length of the PCC, the inner slabs 
along the taxiline have been reconstructed. Some of the older 
slabs along the edge of the  tmtPay bzme low severity 
transverse and longitudinal cracks. Most of these have been 
sealed. There was one unsealed medium severity transverse 
crack that contained weed growth and is potentially a FOD 
hazard (photo 6). Some of the joint sealant in the older outer 
slabs was aged, brittle, and cracked. These slabs also 
contained some low severit~y patches and a few medium severity 
spalls (photo 7) . 

ii. The AC portion of Taxiway A, Feature TllB, is 
a weathered pavement in FAIR condition. It has widespread, 
unsealed low severity transverse and longitudinal cracks caused 
by thermal expansion and contraction of the brittle, oxidized, 
aged asphalt. There is al.so some bleeding of the asphalt along 
the construction joints (photo 8). 

b. Taxiway 8: Taxiway B consists of a 10 in. thick 
PCC pavement in Features T1B and T2B. Feature T3B is composed 
of a 6 in. thick PCC overlay on a 2 in. thick AC layer. 
Overall, Taxiway B is in EXCEUENT condition. There are some 
low severity sealed longitudinal cracks along the taxiline 
(photo 9). Most of these are located in Feature T3B and appear 
to be a result of aircraft wheel loads along the taxiline. 
There is also some minor joint spalling and some missing or 
deteriorated joint sealant. 

i. The PCC features at the east end of Taxiway C, 
Features T21B and T22B, are in VERY GOOD condition. There is 
some low and medium severity joint spalling due to the 
deteriorated condition of the joint sealant (photo 10). There 
are also some low and meaium severity transverse cracks that 
have not been sealed and may pose a FOD hazard. 

ii. The PCC portions of Taxiway C between the 
runways, Features T14B and T16B. are in EXCELLENT condition. 
The neoprene compression joint seals are performing well with 
only a few minor joint spalls observed. 

iii. The PCC -features ..at the west end, T26B and 
T27B, are rated VERY GOOD. The joint sealant has deteriorated, 
especially in T27B where vegetation is growing in the joints 
(photo 11). There are longitudinal cracks in some slabs in 
T26B which have not been sealed and are starting to cause a FOD 
hazard. 

iv. The AC portion .of Taxiway C flanking both 
sides of Taxiway A, Features T12B, T23B, and T24B, are rated 



FAIR. The entire surface of these features is weathered and 
contains low and medium severity block cracking w h i c h  is 
unsealed and allows water into the subgrade to further weaken 
the pavement system (photo 12). 

v. The AC feature, T25B, on Taxiway C west of 
Runway 17R-35L i s  in VERY POOR condition. It contains 
widespread medium and high severity block cracking with 
vegetation growing through the unsealed cracks in'most areas 
(photo 13). There is also some low severity alligator cracking 
probably caused by weakening of the subgrade from the 
infiltration of water through the unsealed cracks. 

d. Taxiwav P: This feature, T4B, is a 10 in." thick 
PCC pavement in EXCELLENT condition. The joint sealant is 
functioning.wel1, and the low severity transverse cracks on 
three slabs have been routed and sealed. 

e. Taxiwav E: Taxiway. E is a 2 in. thick AC pavement 
rated in VERY POOR condition. The entire surface is covered 
with low and medium severity block and alligator cracking 
(photo 14). There is also a high severity patch that is 
scaling and creating a FOD hazard. 

f. Taxiwav F: This 10 in. thick PCC feature, T7B, is 
in EXCELLENT condition. There was one corner patch where the 
joint had not been reconstructed (photo 15). This could result 
in spalling at the interface between the patch and the 
surrounding pavement due to expansion and contraction as the 
ambient temperature varies. 

a. aircraft Parkinu A D ~ o ~ :  This 6 in. thick PCC 
pavement, composed of Features A1B and A2B, is rated in GOOD 
condition. Many of the slabs have low severity transverse 
cracks, most of which are sealed (photo 16). These cracks may 
have formed because the slab lengths are almost twice the 
widths. Thermal stresses cause such slabs to break into two 
equal squares. Constructing slabs in a square shape helps 
prevent this problem. The joint sealant was generally old and 
deteriorated (photo 17). In many places, it was separating 
from the slab and allowing the infiltration of water and 
incompressible material (photo 18). There was one medium 
severity corner spa11 that should be repaired to avoid 
potential FOD problems (photo 1 9 ) .  

b. Hammerhead Aprons: The four hammerhead aprons were 
all in EXCELLENT condition with only some minor joint spalls 
and joint sealant deterioration noted. Additionally, the 
southwest hammerhead apron, Feature A4B, had some low severity 
transverse cracks that had been routed and sealed. 



ii. The 10 in. thick PCC pavements at the 35 end 
are in EXCELLENT condition. The smaller 20 'ft; By '20- ft . slabs 
had no cracks and joint sealant was functioning well. I 

4. Terrv Countv Auxiliarv ~irfield: 

i. The 11 in. thick PCC features, one at the 17 
end and the other just south of the AC section of the runway, 
are rated VERY GOOD. A number of the slabs had low severity 
transverse and longitudinal cracks that had been routed and 
sealed. These might have been causea by the large size of the 
slabs, which are approximately 25 ft. by 25 it. Smaller slabs 
are less susceptible to expansion and contraction caused by 
seasonal temperature variations that cause these types of 
cracks. The joint sealant was in good condition. 

iii. The keel strip of the AC portion of the 
runway is in EXCELLENT cond.ition. It consists of a 4 in. thick 
pavement including a more recently placed upper two inches. 
There were some very minor :longitudinal cracks adjacent to the 
centerline where aircraft gear travel. The outer strips are 
more weathered and are rated VERY GOOD. They also contain some 
low severity transverse and longitudinal cracks.' There were 
low severity cracks running the length of the AC portion of the 
runway between the newer keel strip and the adjacent outer 
strips. These might have been caused by poor quality or 
improperly applied tack coat during construction of the keel 
strip. 

b. parallel Taxiway: The parallel taxiway is a 4 in. 
thick AC pavement rated FAIR. The entire surface contains low 
severity block cracking (photo 20). .Many of the cracks have 
been routed and sealed. There are also areas adjacent to the 
taxiline that have low severity alligator cracking possibly 
caused by aircraft traffic. Regular maintenance can extend the +: 

life of this pavement, but slow deterioration will require 
eventual reconstruction of this feature. 

I 

c. o n :  This 6 in. thick PCC pavement is in VERY 
GOOD condition. Three of the irregularly shaped slabs have low 
severity cracks that have been sealed. Some of the joint 
sealant material has deteriorated and is separating from the 
slab edge and allowing incompressible materials to collect in 
the joint. 

B. Summarv of Allowable Gross Loads: The AGLs are listed in 
Appendix F for those features shown in Appendix A, Airfield 
Layout Plan. The Related Data Table in Appendix G is needed to 
read and understand the AGL table. It describes the different 
aircraft group indices and pass intensity levels. An "A" on P 

P 



the AGL table indicates the AGL is below the lowest possible 
gross weight of any aircraft in that respective group. The @I+" 

on the AGL table indicates no weight restrictions apply for 
that aircraft group. Analysis of the AGL table indicates that 
the parallel taxiway at Terry County Auxiliary Airfield, 
Feature T25B, is the only pavement feature with marginal 
strength capacity for assigned aircraft. T-1 and T-38 
operations should be limited to prevent accelerated 
deterioration. All other features are of sufficie-nt strength. 

C. Field Tests: Two destructive test pits were opened on 
Runway 17L-35R. A CBR test was (conducted in Feature R16C, and 
a Plate Bearing Test was performed in Feature R15C to determine 
the k value for the subgrade. Results of these tests are given 
on page C-4 in Appendix C. CBR and k values of the subgrade 
indicate sufficient strength in this layer. However, CBR 
strength measurements of the caliche base course layers in 
Feature R16C are lower than normally expected for an adequate 
base. 

D. Laboratorv Tests: The results of laboratory tests 
conducted on bulk samples that were collected and returned to 
Tyndall AFB are presented on page C-4 in Appendix C and on 
pages E-2 and E-3 in Appendix E. These tests show that the 
base course layer in Feature R16C is a silty, clayey gravel/ 
sand mix with some low plasticity characteristics. The base 
course in Feature R15C is a nonplastic, poorly graded sand with 
silt and gravel. The subgrade varied from a sandy, lean clay 
to a silty, clayey sand. 



SECTION VI: CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDATIONS 

omments/~ecommendations: A. General C 

1. Most of the PCC pavements were functioning well and 
adequately supporting the assigned mission aircraft. There 
were very few indications that aircraft traffic was overloading 
these pavements. Most of the pavement distresses observed 
appeared to be related to environmental factors such as 
freeze-thaw cycles and water entering the subgrade. 

2. The most common problem encountered with the PCC 
pavements was lack of joint maintenance. There were many 
features that were in excellent condition that had joint 
sealant material that was brittle, cracked, separating from the 
slab edge, or missing. This allows incompressible materials 
such as stones or gravel to lodge between the slabs. When the 
slabs expand in warm weather, the joints could spa11 as the 
slabs press against the incompressible materials. Deteriorated 
joint sealant can also allow water to enter and degrade the 
subgrade. As subgrade support is lost, there is a greater 
chance of the PCC slabs cracking and failing under the load of 
passing aircraft. Regular inspection, maintenance, and repair 
of joint sealant goes a long way toward extending the 
serviceable life of PCC pavements. 

3 .  Many of the rectangular PCC slabs, where the length is 
50 percent or more longer than the width, contained transverse 
cracks that broke these slabs into two squares. This is a 
common problem in rectangular slabs and is caused by 
differential stresses in the slab during seasonal variations in 
temperature extremes. As a slab expands and contracts with 
temperature changes, thermal stresses along the length are 
greater than the stresses across the slab width. The slab 
tends to alleviate this stress difference by breaking itself 
into two squares. The simplest way to limit this problem is to 
try to construct slabs that are as close to a square shape as 
possible. This problem is especially apparent on the aircraft 
parking apron. These slabs are almost twice as long as they 
are wide, and many of them have cracked in half. Even some of 
the recently constructed replacement slabs had already cracked 
in this manner. A recommendation for this apron during random 
slab repair work is to replace each rectangular slab with two 
square slabs. This could be done by pouring a single 
rectangular slab and then immediately saw-cutting it into two 
squares. This gives a nice straight joint to maintain rather 
than an irregular crack to route and seal later. 

4 .  Most of the AC pavements were in fair or poor 
condition. The major exceptions were the asphalt portion of 
Runway 17R-35L and the intersection of Runway 17L-35R and 
Taxiway C, which were in excellent condition. As with the PCC 



pavements, the main reason for the deterioration was 
environmental factors, such as seasonal temperature variations, 
aggravated by the fact that asphalt oxidizes and becomes 
brittle as it ages. hrentually, the brittle asphalt cracks as 
a result of these thermal stresses. At first there are only 
minor, random longitudinal and transverse cracks, but these 
spread into a pattern of block cracking as time and 
environmental stresses take *e ir toU.  These cracks allow 
water to infiltrate and weaken the underlying base'and subgrade 
support layers. This degradation of support can lead to the 
further formation of cracks due to loads from passing 
aircraft. Not much can be done to prevent AC pavements from 
oxidizing and cracking with age, but their serviceable life can 
be extended through an aggressive effort to seal cracks as they 
occur to prevent water from entering and degrading the 
underlying support layers. While many of the cracks observed 
in AC pavements at Reese AFB had been sealed, there were also 
many that either had not been sealed or needed to be resealed. 

B. Specific Comments/Recommendat:ions: 

1. There are some P C C  slabs in Features R1B and R3C on 
Runway 17R-35L that have longitudinal and transverse cracks 
that need to be routed and sealed. 

2. The PCC touchdown ends of Runway 17L-35R have 
deteriorated joints that need to be resealed and low severity 
transverse cracks that should be routed and sealed. The 17 end 
has several severely scaled slabs that may need to be replaced 
if they cause a FOD hazard. 

3.  The AC portion of Runway 17L-35R is nearing the end of 
its serviceable life. A project should be programmed for 
reconstruction to include a new, weli graded, granular base 
course. 

4 .  The joint sealant in many areas of the PCC portion of 
Taxiway A and on Taxiway B has deteriorated and should be 
replaced. The unsealed cracks in the AC portion of Taxiway A 
should be sealed to help extend the serviceable life of this 
feature. 

5 .  Both PCC ends of Taxiway C have cracks that need to be 
routed and sealed. Both ends also have deteriorated joint 
sealant that should be replaced. 

6.- The asphalt sections of Taxiway C are similar in 
condition to the asphalt sections of Runway 17L-35R and should 
be reconstructed to fully restore it. In the meantime, the 
cracks should be routed and sealeld to help extend the life of 
the pavement as much as possible. 



7 .  The asphalt pavement on Taxiway E is beyond 
restoration. This feature will need to be reconstructed before 
it can be reopened to aircraft operations. 

8. Host of the transverse cracks on the Aircraft Parking 
Apron have been sealed. However, new ones are forming all the 
time and these need to be sealed. Also, in some places the 
joint sealant is brittle, cracked, and separating from the slab 
edges. These areas need to be repaired. 

9. Newly formed cracks on the parallel taxiway of Terry 
County Auxillary Field need to be sealed to extend the life of 
this pavement. 

10. The joint sealant on the apron at Terry County 
Auxillary Field has deteriorated and should be repaired. 



GKlSSARY 

lowable Gross Load (AGLL - The maximum aircraft load that- 
supported by a pavement feature for a particular number of 

passes. 

Base or Subbase Courses - Natural or processed materials placed 
on the subgrade beneath the pavement. 

gom~acted Submade - The upper part of the subgrade, which is 
compacted to a density greater than the portion of the subgrade 
below. 

Feature - A unique portion of the airfield pavement 
distinguished by traffic area, pavement type, pavement surface 
thickness and strength, soil layer thicknesses and strengths, 
construction period, and surface condition. 

prost Evaluation - Pavement evaluation during the -frost-?nektiny 
period, when the pavement load-carrying capacity will be reduced 
unless protection has been provided against detrimental frost 
action in underlying soils. Pass Intensity Levels V and VI are 
used with reduced subgrade strengths to determine the maximum 
allowable loads during the frost-melt period. 

I 
pass - On a runway, the movement of an aircraft over an 
imaginary line 500 feet down from the approach end. On a 
taxiway, the movement of an aircraft over an imaginary line 
connecting an apron with the runway. AFR 93-5, Chapter 2. 

I pass Intensity Levels (PIL) - Specific repetitions of aircraft 
over a pavement feature, regardless of time, that are dependent 
on aircraft design category. AFR 93-5, Chapter 2. 

I Pavement Condition Index (PC11 A numerical indicator between 
0 and 100 that reflects the surface operational condition of 
the pavement. AFR 93-5, Chapter 3. 

primary Pavements - Those features that are absolutely necessary 
for mission aircraft operations,, AFR 93-5, Chapter 4. 

I Subqrade - The natural soil in-place, or fill material, upon 
which a pavement, base, or subbase course is constructed. 

T m e  A Traffic Areas - Type A Traffic Areas are those pavement 
facilities that receive the channelized traffic and full design 
weight of the aircraft. AFM 88-6, Chapter 1. 

I 
m e  B Traffic Areas - Type B Traffic Areas are considered to 
be those areas where traffic is more nearly uniform over the 
full width of the pavement facility, but which receive the full 
design weight of the aircraft. AFM 88-6, Chapter 1. 

W e  C ~raffic Areas - Type C Traffic Areas are considered to 
be those on which the volume of traffic is low or the applied 
weight of the operating aircraft is less than the design weight. 
AFM 88-6, Chapter 1. 
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CONDITION 
RATING 

EXCELLENT PAVEMENT d MINOR OR NO DISTRESS AND WILL REQUIRE 
ONLY ROUTINE MAINTENANCE. 

VERY GOOD PAVEMENT HAS SCATTERED W W  SEVERITY DISTRESSES 
WHICH SHOULD NEED ONLY ROUTINE MAINTENANCE. 

GOOD PAVEMENT HAS A COMBINATION OF GENERALLY IDW AND 
MEDIUM SEVERITY DISTRESSES. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR 
NEEDS SHOULD BE ROUTINE TO XAJOR RJ T F E  NEAR'-TERM. 

FAIR PAVEMENT HAS LDW, MEDIUM, AND HIGH SEVERITY 
DISTRESSES WHICH PROBABLY CAUSE SOME OPERATIONAL 
PROBLEMS. MAINTENANCE AND REPAIR NEEDS SHOULD 
RANGE FROM ROUTINE TO RECONSTRUCTION IN THE 
NEAR-TERM . 

POOR PAVEMENT HAS PREDOMINANTLY MEDIUM AND HIGH SEVERITY 
DISTRESSES CAUSING CONSIDERABLE MAINTENANCE AND 
OPERATIONAL PROBIBMS. NEAR-TERM MAINTENANCE AND 
REPAIR NEEDS WILL BE INTENSIVE. 

VERY POOR PAVEMENT HAS MAINLY HIGH SEVERITY DISTRESSES WHICH 
CAUSE OPERATIONAI; RESTRICTIONS. REPAIR NEEDS ARE 

. IMMEDIATE. 

FAILED PAVEMENT DETERIORATION HAS PROGRESSED TO THE POINT 
THAT SAFE AIRCRAFT OPERATIONS ARE NO LONGER 
POSSIBLE. COMPUTE RECONSTRUCTION IS REQUIRED. 



CONVERSION FACTORS 

BRITISH TO INTERNATIONAL SYSTEMS (SI) OF UNITS 

~ritish units of measurements are used in this report and can 
be converted to SI (Metric) units as follows: 

yo CONVERT 

LENGTH 
inch (in) 
inch (in) 
foot (ft) 
yard (Yd) 
mile (mi) 

millimetre (mm) 
metre (m) 
metre (m) 
metre (m) 

kilometre (Jan) 

AREA 
square inch (in2) square millimetre 4m2 645.2 
square inch (in2) square metre (m ) 0 .0006452  
square foot (ft2) square metre (m2) 0.093 
square yard (~d:) square metre (m2) 0.8361 
square mile (mi ) square kilometres (km2) 2.59 
acres square kilometres (km2) 0.004046 

VOLUME 
cubic inch (in3) cubic mil.limetre (mm3) 16487.0 
cubic foot (ft3) cubic metre (m3) 0.028 
cubic yard (yd3) cubic metre (m3) 0.7646 

EA.ss 
pound (lb) 

FORCE 
pound (lb f) 
kip (1000 lb f) 

kilogram (kg) 

newton . (n) 
kilogram (kg) 

STRESS 
pound per square inch kilo Pascals (kPa) 
(psi) 

NODULUS OF SUBGRADE REACTION (K-VALUE) 
pounds per square inch kilo Pascals per 
per inch (psi/in) millimetre (kPa/mm) 0.2715 

DEGREES 
de rees Fahrenheit (OF) 8 (F -32) degrees Celsius (OC) 5/9 

DENSITY 
pounds per cubic foot kilogram per cubic 16.052 
(pounds mass) meter (kg/m3) 
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Omaha NE 68101-0103. 

DMA Aerospace Center 
Attn: Air Information Library 
3200 South Second Street 
St Louis AFS MO 63118 

ANGRC/CEEC 
3430 2nd St. N.E. 
Minot ND 58701 

NAVFAC Division 
Attn: 04B1 
200 Stovall Street 
Alexandria VA 2233202300 

USAWES-GP 
3909 Halls Ferry Road 
Vicksburg MS 39180-6199 

USACRREL-EG 
72 Lyme Road 
Hanover NH 03755-1290 

USACERL-FOM 
P.O. BOX 4005 
Champaign IL 61820-1305 

Defense Technical 1nformati.on Center 
Attn: DTIC-FDAC 
Cameron Station 
Alexandria VA 22304-6145 

HQ AFCESA/TIC 
139 Barnes Dr., Suite 1 
Tyndall AFB FL 32403-5319 

HQ AFCESA/DMPP 
139 Barnes Dr., Suite 1 
Tyndall AFB FL 32403-5319 
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DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1 700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE I425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: April 25,1995 

TIME: 3:30 

MEETING WITH: Reese AFB representatives 

SUBJECT: Reese AFB 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/TitlePhone Number: 

Chris Lehman, Commonwealth Clonsulting 
Don Feld, Commonwealth Consulting 
Rob Lehman, Rep. Larry Combest 
Lisa Elledge, Rep. Larry Combest 

Commission Staff: 

Liz King, Counsel 
Jim Schufreider, House Liaison 
Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Merrill Beyer, Air Force DoD Analyst 
Jim Brubaker, Navy DoD Analyst 
Ed Flippen, Interagency FAA Analyst 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Reese representatives wished to clarify any areas of interest by the commission staff following 
their presentation at the Dallas Regional Hearing. They noted discrepancies in the Air Force 
analysis as shown in the attached enclosure. They stressed that, in light of these 
discrepancies, and in the interest of an open and fair process, the Commission should add 
another UPT base for further study as a candidate for closure instead of Reese. 

Enclosure (mm-reese.doc) 
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Reese Air Force Base 
64th Flying Training Wing Public Affairs, 111 1st Street, Suite 6, Reese AFB TX 79489-5301 

Biography 
COLONEL ROGER A. BRADY 

Colonel Roger A. Brady is commander of the 64th Flying Training Wing, Reese Air Force Base, Texas. He is 
responsible for supporting, training and graduating over 200 Air Force, Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard 
pilots annually. 

Colonel Brady was born September 1 I ,  1946 in Okmulgee, Okla. He received a bachelor's degree in 
foreign services from the University of Oklahoma and was commissioned as a second lieutenant through the 
Air Force Reserve Officer Training program. He received a master of arts degree in political science from 
Colorado State University in 1969. He entered active duty in Novernber 1969 and served as an intelligence 
officer with the 20th Tactical Air Support Squadron at Da I'Jang Air Base, Republic of Vietnam. He entered 
pilot training at Vance Air Force Base, Okla., in July 1972. Upon graduation he flew KC-1 35 aircraft at 
Rickenbacker, Air Force Base, Ohio and has also served as an instructor pilot in the T-38 and T-1A aircraft. 
He has served tours of duty in operations and personnel at Headquarters, Air Education and Training 
Command; in research, development and acquisition at Headquarters U. S. Air Force; plans and policy at 
Headquarters Allied Air Force Southern Europe and as commander of the 341 5th Support Group, Lowry Air 
Force Base, Colo. 

Colonel Brady is married to the former Litha Keator of Shreveport, Louisiana. They have two children, 
Caroline and Andrew. 

EDUCATION: 

1968 Bachelor of Arts degree in foreign services, University of Oklahoma 
1969 Master of arts degree, Colorado State University 
1974 Squadron Officer School, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala. 
1982 Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell Air Force Base, Ala. 
1988 National War College, Fort Lesely J. McNair, Washlington, D.C. 

ASSIGNMENTS: 

1. November 1969 - May 1970, student, Armed Forces ,Air Intelligence Training Center, 
Lowry Air Force Base, Colo. 

2. June 1969 - July 1971, air intelligence officer, 20th Tactical Air Support Squadron, Da 
Nang, Republic of Vietnam 

3. July 1971 - June 1972, chief, Target Processing Branch, 320th Bomb Wing, Mather 
Air Force Base, Calif. 

4. July 1972 - October 1973, student, undergraduate pilot tra'ining, 71 st Flying Training 
Wing, Vance Air Force Base, Okla. 



COLONEL RANDALL C. GELWIX 

Colonel Randall C. Gelwix is comriiander of the 64th Operations Group, 64th Flying 
Training Wing, Reese Air Force Base, Texas. He is respo~?sibIe for coordinating and 
controlling all flying training activities and overseeing contracts which provide aircraft 
maintenance, sirnulatoi' maintenance, simulator opel-ations and airfield maiiagement. 

Colonel Gelwix received his commission from Kansas State University in 1971 
throuyli the Reserve Officer Training Corp program. He has held a variety of flying and 
staff assignments. Flying assignments include instr~.rctor pilot, fliy ht commander, squadron 
cornniancler., and dep~tty operations group commancler. Staff assignments iriclude Air 
Force I\/liiitaly Personnel Center fighter assignn~e~its and f-leadqnarters IJ. S. Air Force 
plans. He is a coninlarid pilot with 2,000 hours in fighter and trainer aircraft, iticluding 45 
conibat r17ission.s in Southeast Asia and the Persian Gulf. 

He and his wife lrmgard have two sons, Christopher and Stephen. 

EDUCATION: 

1971 Bachelor's degree in business, Kansas State University 
1976 Squadron Officer SC~IQO~, Maxwell AFB, Ala. 
1978 Master's degree in international rela.tions, Troy State University 
1986 Air Command and Staff College, Maxwell AFB, Ala. 
1993 Air War College, Maxwell AFB, Ala. 

ASSIGNMENTS: 

1. September 1971 - August: '1 972, student, pilot training, Reese Air Force Base, 
Texas 

2. September 1972 - May 1973, student, F-4 combat crew training, Luke Air 
Force Base, Ariz. 

3. June ,1973 - May 1974, pilot, 25th Tactical Fighter Squadron, Ubon Royal 
Thai Air Force Base, Thailand 

4. June 1974 - Auy ust 1974, student, F-4C Wild Weasel upgrade training, Nellis 
Air Force Base, Nev. 

5. August 1974 - September 1978, pilot, 81st Tactical Fighter Squadron; then chief, 
52nd Tactical Fighter Wing scheduling branch, Spanydal.1len1 Air Base, Germaiiy 

6 .  October 1978 - April 198'1 , F-41F-16 assignments officer, Air Force Military Personnel 
Center, Randolph Air Force Base, Texas 

7. May '1981 - Octobei. 198'1 , break in military service 
8. October 1981 - June 1982, student, F-4G Wild Weasel course, George Air- 

Force Base, Calif. 



COLONEL THERON E. WEIMER 

Colonel Theron E. Weimer is Commander of the 64th Support Group, 64th 
Flying Training Wing, Reese Air Force Base, Texas. As Commander, he 
ensures that all SUPT students, permanent party personnel, personnel on 
temporary duty, and their families receive the support and service necessary to 
carry out the mission of the 64th Flying Training Wing. He commands support 
and services activities comprised of 7 squaclrons and over 800 civilian and 
military personnel. 

He entered the Air Force in 1971 after graduating from the United States 
Air Force Academy, Colorado Springs, Colorado. Colonel Weimer is a 
command pilot with nearly 4,000 flying hours. 

Colonel Weimer is married to the former Diane Kathryn Ferreter of Cedar 
Rapids, Iowa. They have one son Theron Jr. 

EDUCATION: 

1971 Bachelor of science degree in aeronautical engineering, US Air Force 
Academy. 

1978 Master's degree in business management, University of Northern 
Colorado School of Business. 

1979 Master's of science degree in astronautical engineering, Air Force 
Institute of Technology. 

ASSIGNMENTS: 

I. July 1971 - June 1972, Undergraduate Pilot Training, Williams Air Force 
Base, 

2. June 1972 - July 1975, C-130 Pilot, 38th Tactical Airlift Squadron, Langley Air 
Force Base, Virginia. 

3. July 1975 - May 1978, T-37 Instructor Pilot, Flight Examiner, Reese Air Force 
Base, Texas. 



COLONEL MONICA A. FlGUN 

Colonel Monica A. Figun is commander of the 64th Medical Group, 64th Flying 
Training Wing, Reese Air Force Base, Texas. ,As commander, she ensures that 
all Reese pilots, support personnel and their family members receive proper 
medical, dental and mental health treatment. I-ler medical staff, which includes 
approximately 10 civilian specialists working under a partnership program, 
annually treat more than 52,000 patients, providing a complete range of medical 
care with emphasis on specialized flight medicine. 

~ * 

After graduating from Mercy College of Nursing she worked at a small 
community hospital in Victorville, California and opened the first coronary care unit 
in the upper Mojave Desert. She then was commissioned in the Air Force in 1973 
and has had a diversified career. She has served as a Clinical Nurse, Primary 
Care Nurse, Primary Care Nurse Practitioner (F'NCP), Assistant Chief Nurse, 
Chief Nurse and presently is the Commander of the 64th Medical Group. 

EDUCATION: 

1968 Diploma in Nursing, Mercy College of Nursing, San Diego 
1974 Flight Nurse School, distinguished graduate 
1974 Squadron Officers School, corresponder~ce 
1982 Air Command and Staff College, seminar 
1984 Bachelor of Science and Nursing, University State of New York, 

Albany, New York 
1992 Air War College, seminar 
1993 Senior Medical Executive Management Course, Randolph Air Force Base, 

Texas 
1994 Presently working on Masters Health Service Administration, St. Joseph's 

College, Windham, Massachusetts 

ASSIGNMENTS: 

1. October 1973 - May 1975, clinical nurse, United States Air Force Hospital, 
Mountain Home Air Force Base, Idaho 

2. June 1975 - June 1976, primary care nurse, practitioner student, School of 
Health Care Sciences, Sheppard Air Force Base, Texas 

3. July 1976 - August 1978, primary care nurse practitioner, United States Air 
Force Hospital, Bergstrom Air Force Base, Texas 

4. August 1978 - June 1981, primary care nurse practitioner, United States 
Air Force Hospital, George Air Force Base, California 







Columbus Air Force Base received the highest ranking of the 
Air Force UPT bases on Criterion I, Flying Training Mission. 

Columbus Vance Randolph Laughlin Reese 





N 72 FY82 FY 85 N92 FY94 

Pilot Production 

Columbus AFB has the infrastructure to support increased pilot production as demonstrated by 
past graduation rates, without additional expenditure on facilities. An increase in pilot 
production at CAFB, would greatly reduce the cost per graduate for the Air Force. 





4FB's three parallel runway configuration, complemented by the efficient taxi# 
d ramp layout, can support trainer, fighter, bomber, tanker or transport missio 

ray 
ns. 







Staff Photo Bv Frank Rdbens 

Touching Down Again I 
Smoke puffs from the tires as the space Ghuttle ~ndeavou';:ridin~ high atop a modified 747, 
touches down at Columbus Air Force Base enroute back to Florida to prepare for another mis- 
sion. 

Endeavour Pays A Visit 









Education 

StudentITeacher ratio in Columbus Municipal School 







Columbus Air Force Base earned its #I ranking from the Air Force because of its 
strategic military value. Key among its military assets are CAFB's 

Infrastructure * Sur 





Support Documents 

El Columbus Pilot Production Data 

8 Columbus Light & Water Department Letter 
RE: Water & Sewer Services 

8 Columbus Municipal School District Letter 
RE: Studentfreacher Ratios 

El Mississippi University for Women Letter 
RE: Graduate Programs 

El Baptist Memorial Hospital--Golden Triangle Letter 
RE: Improvements 

8 Welcome To Columbus AFB: Briefing Document 
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GENERAL MANAGER 
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420 4th Avenue South 
m. Box 949 

Columbus, Missmsippi 39703 
Slephone: (601) 328-7192 

Fax: (601) 24 3-7408 

ROBERT C. GRONDIN 
COMmOLLER 

Mr. Fred Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 
Columb~sr MS 39703 

Dear Fred : 

In 1992, Columbus Air Force Base began exploring the possibility 
of receiving municipal level water and sewer services. In Novenber 
of 1993, CAFB requested that the City of Columbus explore a capital 
improvement project to extend water and sewer lines to the base. 

The 1994 Mississippi Legislature authorized a program to provide 
$13.5 million to the City of Colunhus bor the explicit purposes of 
providing water and sewer line extension to Columbus Air Force Base. 
Both of these projects have begun construction and will be completed 
by mid 1997. 

These services will help the Air Force avoid $15 - $17 million dollars 
in military construction funds to the 1940's vintage water and sewer 
plants currently on the base and an a m m l  expenditure of $500,000 
for operation and maintenance. 

We look forward to being a partner with the base well into the next 
century. 

Sincerely, 

General Manager 

lft 
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COLUMBUS MUNICIPAL SCHOOL DISTRICT 

d REUBEN E. DILWORTH, Ed.D., SUPERINTENDENT 
JOHNNY JOHNSON 320 7th STREET NORTH BOB HUDSON, E~.D.  

Assistant Superintendent P. 0. Box 1308 Assistant Superintendent 

r51 COLUMBUS, MISSISSIPPI 39703 
(601) 328-2598 

FAX (601 ) 329-3371 

9 

April 4, 1995 

Mr. Fred Hayslett 
P.O. Box 949 
Columbus, MS 39703 

Dear Mr. Hayslett, 

As per your request specific educational 
information to give T olumbus Air Force Base, I 
submit the following: 

1. From Bulleti ruary, 1994, 
nts allowed by the SDE 

a. Kindergarten: 22 students to 1 teacher unless each teacher 
has a full-time teacher's aide. In that case, the ratio could 
not exceed 27 students to 1 teacher. 

b. Grades 1-4: 27 students to 1 teacher. 

c. Grades 5-8: For self-contained classes, the ratio must not 
exced 30-1. 

d. Grades 5-12: For departmentalized classes, the ratio must 
not exceed 33-1. A teacher in the academic core 
departmentalized classes may not teach more than 150 
students. 



1 
COLUMBUS MUNIC1PA.L SCHOOL DISTRICT 

d REUBEN E. DILWORTH, Ed.D., SUPERINTENDENT 
JOHNNY JOHNSON 320 7th S'I'REET' NORTH BOB HUDSON, Ed.D. 

Assistant Supenntendent P. 0 .  Box 1308 Mistant Superintendent 

41 COLUMBUS, MISSISSIPPI 39703 
(601 328-2598 

FAX (601) 329-3371 

d 

2. In Columbus, as of February 28, 1995, there were 3223 
elementary students and a total of 193.55 elementary teacher units, or a 
ratio of 16.7 - 1. For the secondary schools, there wre 2480 students and 
a total of 179.10 teacher units, or a ratio of 13.9 to 1. 

The method used obviously divided the number of students by the number 
of teachers units to give the ratio. This does not mean to say that every 
teach has no more than t6students at one given time. There are programs 
that demand a much lower tea nt ratio, and there are certainly 
teachers, especially in the elem at have the maximum number of 
students allowable. 

If this does not adeq rns you had, please 
don't hesitate to call 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Bob J. Hudson, Ed.D. 
Assistant Superintendent for Instruction 



MISSISSIPPI Office of the President 

UNIVERSITY P. Eudora 0. Box Welty W-1600 Hall 

FORWOMEN Fax (601) (601) 329-7297 329-7100 

Columbus, MS 39701 

April 10, 1995 

Mr. Fred Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 
P.O. Box 949 
Columbus, Mississippi 39703 

Dear Fred: 

Over the years Mississippi university for Women and the 
Columbus Air Force Base have worked cooperatively in a 
number of endeavors, not the least of which are the 
valued personal relationships which have developed. 

We are proud to have had a presence at CAFB through our 
Continuing Education program since 1984 and are pleased 
that enlisted and civilian base personnel take advantage 
of the classes of "The W," both at the Education Center 
at CAFB and on our campus through our graduate and 
undergraduate programs. We (offer 39 majors/areas of 
concentration in our six undergraduate degree programs 
and degrees in four majors at the graduate level, 

Mississippi University for Women is committed to 
providing quality higher education to CAFB, the region, 
the State of Mississippi, and the entire nation. We are 
pleased that U.S. News and World Report ranked MUW as 
number one for "best.valuen among our 126 Southern peer 
institutions, 

Thank you for the work you are doing as the leader for 
CAFB 2000. Please let us know what we may do to help. 

My very best and highest regards. 

c l u  S. Rent 
President 

Where Excellence is a Tradition 



Baptist Memorial 
Hospital Golden Triangle 

April 5, 1995 

Mr. Fred Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 
Post Office Box 949 
Columbus, Mississippi 39701 

Dear Mr. Hayslett: 

The past year has been one of growth and activity for Baptist Memorial Hospital-Golden 
Triangle. The success and accomplishments of the past year are the result of the 
outstanding achievements and activities of many people - our employees, medical staff, 
volunteers, and community. 

BMH-GT has made a long-term commitment to the citizens of Lowndes County and the 
surrounding area to provide quality, cost efficient :health care. 

As a 328-bed regional hospital, we currently have more than 85 physicians on staff, 
representing most medical specialties. We plan to break ground on June 1st for a $44 
million renovation and expansion project - the largest ever undertaken by a hospital in 
Mississippi. We have also received approval to establish cardiac catheterization and open- 
heart surgery services - another first for our community. Plans also include the 
establishment of a comprehensive cancer treatment. center. 

The new services will be built upon the strong foundation already in place, in part through 
the $7 million invested in capital improvements at the hospital over the past two years. 

We currently maintain an active physician recruitment program, concentrating on 
attracting primary care physicians to our staff. We also expect the addition of several 
specialty physicians when our new services are put into place. 

2520 5th Street North P.O. Box 1307 Columbus, MS 39701 (601 ) 243-1 000 



Mr. Fred Hayslett 
April 5, 1995 
Page Two 

By being a leader with a strong vision for the htwe, rather than follower, BMH-GT will 
bring enormous resources to our community and signrficantly elevate the quality and 
availability of comprehensive health services. Chir future plans for expansion will position 
BMH-GT to become an even more competitive, effective health resource of which our 
community will be proud. 

Sincerely, 

PAM&@ Stuart Mitchell 

/ Administrator 

ccw 
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Columbus Air Force Base 
Enjoys Award-Winning Year 

Recently won awards by Units at CAFB include: 

14th Civil En~ineering Squadron: 
Finalist for the outstanding civil engineer unit in the Air Force 
AETC Outstanding Civil Engineer Unit Award (small base) 
AETC runner up Brig. Gen. Archie S. Mayes Award 
AETC Outstanding Resources Flight 
AETC Outstanding Environmental Flight 
AETC Gen. Thomas D. White NaturallCultural Resources Managment 

Public Affairs: 
AETCPA Director's Excellence Award (small unit) 

14th Communications S ~ ~ a & o n :  
AETC 1994 Maintenance Effectiveness Award Small Communications Electronics Award 

Financial Manaaement: 
AETC Best Financial Analysis Office 







DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE & REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET, SUITE 1425 

ARLINGTON, VIRGINIA 22209 
(703) 696-0504 

MEMORANDUM OF MEETING 

DATE: May 1,1995 

TIME: 10:OO 

MEETING WITH: Representatives from Columbus AFB 

SUBJECT: Columbus AFB, MS 

PARTICIPANTS: 

Name/TitldPhone Number: 

Fred Hayslett, CAFB 2000, Columbus Light & Water, (601) 328-7192 
Mark Leonard, CAFB 2000 Data Analysis, 4-County EPA 
Allegra Brigham, CAFB 2000 PR Team, 4-County EPA 
Bobby Harper, CAFB 2000, Base Community Council 
Paul Rowcliffe, Former CAFB Ops Group Cmdr, RL Electronic Training Sys 
Barry Rhoads, Consultant 
Allison Crews, Mississippi Economic/Community Devel. Dept. (601) 359-6672 
Nick Aridillo, Office of the Governor, State of Mississippi 
A1 Bemis, Staff member, Cong. Sonny Montgomery 

Commission Staff: 

Frank Cirillo, Air Force Team Leader 
Merrill Beyer; AF Team 
Mark Pross, AF Team 
Jim Brubaker; Navy Team 
Ed Flippen, Interagency FAA Analyst 
Jim Schufreider; Manager, House Liaison 

MEETING PURPOSE: 

Community representatives presented the enclosed package outlining the value of 
Columbus AFB along with additional items for consideration. They stressed that both the 
UPT Joint Cross-Service Group and the Air Force Base Closure Executive Group rated 
Columbus as the best Air Force UPT base. The presentation supported the Air Force's 
military value analysis and clarified some facility infrastructure and community support 
issues. 

Enclosure 

MM-COLUM.DOC 
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1925 North Lynn Street Telephone: (703) 524-0026 
Suite 600 Facsimile: (703) 524-1005 
Arlington, VA 
22209 

NO. OF PAGES: '$1 
(exaluding cover) 

SUBJECT: Please See Attached 

Cover Message: 

Telecopy: 703/524-1005 
confirnation: 703/!524-0026 
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Looking Past Reese u 
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be c l d  m(~13ta a ti!iW for L u b W  to take ~UXA both of lt8 
prtmmt and itt hture - md tcl uduk aa well the valiant 
dart that was uadertakan to save the b w  b r n  closure. 
The popk i~vo1v.d in the s a ~ R e e w  atfort fo&t the good 

md t b k  d O ( i i W  eilbrta should not go unap raciated. uhL Lu I P d- n n W g  are &ea intad that t w to 
thb. But thb b U t d  not bo a time for cads to hang low or for 
thei'faqe to be atr the nwatlves of the resent aimation. 

l'hh aiQ itY h . a b d e d  adm && before - the 
rebui4lfng sRm the 1970 ternado fe a prime examplr of that. 
The point is that nww Ia m&er of tho- h a  when we muat 
rmak ~p our guts, roll up our ~lmee and move on. 

With mmatldable aontiqaocy plans were being 
l d d  wma timc ~o for bock wuld do ar seek to do fn 
the gas- era. 90 thr afty had a 1 up on thin P ~ d r d n y  w h  the final, t.b0~& hu y u n ~  $**We 
cams tbat the ~ e i i x m  w ~lootus and ~ e a ~ & e n t  
~oaamldon had vot4d tO &ut down hew. 

Xt m a  q e c i a b  dt inting in view of th4 fact that one 
heck of a eampaie ~ X B  waged over recent montha to get 
Raaba out d barm's way. 

out dall t h l ~  can mmr and *I came some po~itire &gs. 
E w n n o w w e c a n ~ t h A t t b . ~  gietauveRwmhae 

helped to 'testore a rpnsr of unity a n t  cmnmitmrnt m n  

paat. With a bit of nurturibg, that -me of udty and 
k dtlzee3e and leadem hem that too o h n  hw beun lacking n the 

coaDmfOnent can ba mutdned. And if it is who Q to my that 
"Lubbock arnaot emerge horn tb.b tough blow in aa good o t  

bsttrrabr City o dale lhln have ev4r? in the w k e  ern ambitious but ati lf-to-b 
implemented Wategy to attract new buoinwev and other 
vmturea to move jn aa the Air Force departs. A rechanneling 
of enwgie~ tawerd the Reem rn could open oppartunitiea P" that we have nwer rea Iy bken the time to tma$lne. 

YoaAtday Rseao'~ Arhur, was in tha Pt t~bgon  s hranda. 
Today. ~ubbock'u future ia in our hands. 

CI 
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1925 North Lynn Street Telephone: (703) 524-0028 
Suite 600 Facsimile: (703) 524-1 005 
Arlington. VA 
22209 

. . -.-. . 
Memo " - _  I .  . 

C /I / ,  
- - '1:- >.. 

, . . . 
To: Mr. Ben Borden 

From: Christopher M. Lehman 

Date: June 20,1996 
" - 

Subject: Undergraduate Pilot Training Requirements Questlonw 

The Air Force appears incapable of admitting that they might have made a mistake In 
estimating their requirement versus capacity even though the Chief of Staff 
demonstrated his own anxiety with respect to the capacity question durlng his 
testimony to the BRAC Commission on June 14, 1996 at the DoD hearing. 

The Chief of Staff has stated that he can only support the base closure 
recommendation fbr the period of the' FYDEP (see note #1 below). He bases his 
support of the recommendation on assumwtio~s that even he admits are questionable. 
He voiced his concern about the years beyond the FYDEP and said that requirements 
for the Guard and Keserye will increase in those outyears and In fact have increased 
already during the FYDEP (see note #2 below). 

The following are questions I would recommend for Commissioner Davis to ask of the 
Air Force to determine the actual amount of increases planned or projected for 
Undergraduate Pilot Training: 

1. In the Chief of Staffs testimony to the BRAC Commission during the June 14, 1995 
DoD Hearing, he alluded to an increase in Alr National Guard and Air Force 
Reserve requirements during the FYDEP (see note #2). Has the Air F o r p  
increased or asked for an increase in the pilot training requirement for any yeare 
during the F Y U t P ' t  If they have what I8 the actual amount of those Increases by 

was the origin of those increases? 

2. The Chief of staff also referred to an impending increase in the Air National Gu~f#s 
and Air Force Reserve's undergraduate ~ l l o t  training reauirem~nt in the years 
beyond the FYDEP, specifically the year 2003 and beyond (see same reference as 
a'bove). What s~ecifically is the Air Force projecting as that requirement? Is it true 
that the Air Force is projecting an Air National Guard and Air Force Reserve 
requirement of 300 per year? 

Note 1: General Fogieman quote from the transcript of the June 14th DoD hearing pg. 
122: 'Well, again, I tried to very carefully craft my words there, that I think, wlthln the 



FYDEP, we will probably have the capacity, but It's based upon some 
assumptions about doing business differently than we do today." 

Note 2: General Fogleman quote from the transcript of the June 14th Do0 hearing pg. 
123: " One of the very concrete things, though, that does give me concern, and It - 
falls sllghtly outside the FYDEP, is the fact that, in order to sustain our Alr National 
Guard and our Air Force Reserve units, today roughly 50 percent of $11 of our aviators 
that leave active duty sign up with the Air National Guard and the Alr Form Reserve; 
so that keeps their requirement for initial pilot training lower. They are starting to see 
some drop-off in those numbers and have, in fact within the FYDEP, come in and asked 
for additional pilot training slots. We have been able to accommodate those within the 
FYDEP. But, in the year 2003 and beyond, because we have been produclncl r;o 
few pllots in the early 19908, if the Air Reserve and t h e d  were able to 
capture 100 percent of all r>llots leavlng active duty, they would not be able to f i l l  
thelr cockpits, and they will have to come for more pilot training." 
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June 90, 1995 

Thm Honorable Alan J, Dixon, Chaigrn 
Pmfurra Baao Clooura and Raaligrimont Comirrion 
1700 N. Xoore Streat  

3425 
Arlington, Virginia 22109 

Dear Mr. Ohrimnanr - 

r would like to thank you for your d@dioation and 6ervlar en t h e  
Bama Clbaura knd R8uligmant ~otanrirmion. This  w i l i  be ray final 
pre.entrtion to you regarding m 8Cronq oppomition to thr 

BR.. . t; 88armtary of Dotanm@'m rrowmrn ation to cloao Reem. A i r  Forw 

1 am aomglrtrly aonvinurd thet thr Air Boroe i n  g ~ h g  to nasd 
every ainglm Undmrgraduate Pi lo t  Training (VPT) barn+ to 
adequately mart i t 8  training r@quir.mmnt in the future. While 
8aoretrry Widnall hms aontinuad h+x position that, i n  the short 
term, adaquatr eagaaity i m  availabl@ in the UPT aata or , there 
i a  no mirtaking the Air Forao'm raaant rrtroat txom % ha 1 r ability 
.to m 8 m t  thoix training rmpuiremmnta in thm ymara beyond 2002,  i f  
Rarom i a  alorad. 

A i r  Foroa Chimf  o f  Btaff Foplmmn aim-v a- on Junr 14Lh, 
that R O ~ I L  im olor+d, thr axooro oagaaity would be IBQ limited 
that, if rny of tho am~umpkionr ara inuorreot, the A i r  Forum will 
0t have nmaaaa&ty mpaCIitj. Thorm ammumptionc are bramd on 

:ilot rotantion ratmm, private  seotor airlinm hiring, eon lets 
integration of joint training and Air Poroa Rmserve and A f r 
~ational Guard pilot reguirmmankr. My undaratanding i s  that ths 
A i r  Foraalr arrumptionr are dramatiaally undorrtated in the years 
beyond 2 0 0 2 ,  This w i l l  rmmult i n  a s igni f icant  namd for 
inar+arod UPT aapaaity &t tha vmry tima w. arm doam~iting our UPT 
aspabilitiea. 

Finally,  Cha r e a l  travaaty ir that tf wa aJoaa an A i r  porcm ~IPT 
bare and f o r a r  th+ othmr vPT baarr t o  oparrte at or naar their 
luaximum oapaaiti*r, we w i l l  aroato a work mvironmant t h ~ t  is 
haeardoum t o  f l y h a  watmty rnd one that w i l l  drlvo good 

natrucitor ~ i l o t s  out of tb. A i r  roraa, I undermtand t h a t  a 
hailar rituation oecurrad in tho lato Z9606 .nd sarly le70a. 
Thm work anviranmcrnt at UPT barar could b8 a prima reaeon for a , 

dearsasr in thr p i l o t  retention rate and tharmby inuroaua the 

, - 
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Tha Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chuimin  
Juna PO, 199B 
P8g8 2 

nard to t r a i n  rdditianal pilots, thus exaaerbat4ng t h o  tanuoum 
VPT aapaaity mituation. 

Again thank you f o r  your aomitrnant,' find 1 hope th& attached 
whit, gaper w'hioh go,# into furW+r d r f a i l  will b@ of ~rairkanas. 

. : >,: ', . . 
, .: > ,. ., . 
..i> - . , 

,;;';'.? 3 . .  
I... . . .  . .  . 
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Tho Cam. for ~verturning 
thr, 

Bearatary of Defonms Raaommndation_ - 

RaqrrQinq 
Reour A i r  Porao Baa. ' 

It i r  rmaognie@d that  tha Bare Clorurm and Raaligrunrnt Coxufarrrion 
( m C )  praoarr waa aatabliabmd for ths  purpose of oloring 
unnmmdmd m i l i t a r y  braor. Howmvrr, the BRA0 prouae~  waa alao 
motabliahed t o  i n r ~ r ~  fairneaa and to aonridrr ahnllengan to a m  
mrlymio whiah wes urrd by th8 Pmpartm~nt of Dofan88 (DOD) in 
arriving a t  bar* alouuxa roomandationm. I n  faut, part of the  
BRAC Coarraimmion'm mimwion t o  qnruro that needed baaem are not 
aloroca due t o  faulty  analyair. - - 
THE CAlB FOR REEllE AIR FORCE BASE (AFB) I 

1. The whola pramirm for aleuing on@ Air Boraa Undergradurte 
P i l o t  !Fraining ( W P )  barn1 ham baan qur8tion.d by #Q Ohi+f of 
S t & f f  o f  t h m  A i r  Foram. I n  tmmtimony &@for@ BRAC on June l4m, 
Oanaral Foglman rrid t h a t  ha aould only rupport the 
roaommrndation to al01m R.omo AFB i f  L numbmr o f  asaumptionr worm 
au~de. Among than wer+r 5- 

(a) tha J o i n t  v i l o t  train in^ in i t i r t iveo ,  inalubing th. 
JPAT.8 program, r t a  ad on trrak toward full maturity I (b) the  Air Foraa aont nurd to have pilot bonure~ #n4 p l o t  

d i d  not d+olina; 
I 

(a) UI+XL would b. no groat inarmare in a i r l i ~ m  pilot 
hiring! 

(d) thrrr would bo no great inurehne in pilot trninin P irma t m  for the Air National Guard and th& A r 
;-va. 

(limnera1 loqlmman than tmatifimd that ha war.ooncsrn+U that aft= 
3002 Wars would ba a mignifioant inarram* in th& plLot training 
raquir+a@nt due to thr need@ of the Quard and Ulr Ramarvm. 

Eaah of the88 acaumptionm is quemtionablm and tha arwungtionr on 
ratantion and on r i r l i n m  hiring arm aimply inaorraot (a++ 
FAPA/FM projaotiono ~t Tab I). Almo, tha A i r  National Guard and 
t h o  Air Fbra* Be_aarva rapuirrunmnt ia projaatmd t o  inureass hy 304 
par y m r  i n  thm yaar 2 O Q l w h i o h  ir tha oquivalant of thraa- 
fourth8 of an Air Foroa UPT barr'r oapaaity. 



In m u ,  General Fovluuan in oonorrncd t h r t  i f  ~ m m . 8  AFB is 
aloa8clr thrr* will not be ruftioi+nt pilot trdinin X aapauitE In the autyaaru. Ha i r  oonatraihrd,.how~v8r, by the ra1ar.d ab 
olio 02 oeeking th+ alorura of  Ramma AFB; and hi8  o m  msrviaala 

!naim%.nca that they ara lmpally bound t o  only look out: am far a. 
their own Bivm YIar Dafanse Plan (FYDEP) and no t  make projratlona 
beyond that timm period. 

ghooaecr to 
tl br aloasd, 

orae has with 
rampaat to pilot training ahpaoity. 

3 ,  It haa barn proven, bayond purrtion, that thr 
7 C 
mnrlyrim regarding Ramma AFB vam flawad and 

a rhartehangmd Rerue AFB airmpaas 
o ahortohangad R-rm APB training routhe. 

o The a n ~ l ~ t i u a l ~ m o d s l  aontainod mathmmatioal m d  formula 
~rrora. I 

o Thm modal avmraged Air Forom and N a v y  i m t i a n r l  noore$ 
for V R ~ ~ Q U R  minuions inbioari~lnatoly in~tead of 
axemining A i r  Foram bamrm for A i r  Forar miaaions only. 

o Th+ ~ o d r 1  uantainad num~roum analytiaal s*arr ( i , a , ,  
inappropriate waiqhting of t@atora, attri t ion planning 
faaxorm haavily weighted vrrmuii-aatual a t  r i t ion;  and 
the rmaonmidaration of ?tramurea o bay 
aonaidlorod i n  Critaria - XI through.VIf1). 

4 .  A fair ana lys i s  ratam Raoer AFB above other Air roroe m 
basem r 

9 0 )  
o i99b BRA0 I k ~ f g  &lily#$r (attar tomula arror 

oarreatad) rated Raerr AFB f3 (Laughlin 7,, , ColuaQua 
6 ,  Ramam 6 . 3 ,  ~knom 6 2  and Randolph 4111 f ' ' > '  

I .  
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s. ma DoD/Air Foraa analytiaal mods1 ignor~d or fmxaludod 
important fratorr: -L 

o hubbook fntornational A i r p o r t  sxoluded from anal a i r  i @van though 4 4  paraant af a l l  oporationr arc m i l  taw. 
R.88a reamivad no armdit for thir  invalunblo au%iL$ary 
f imld. 

o ~nulytioai 104+1 ated mpuoational oppsrtun itirm in 
Lubbook, (i..,, ma univaruity) with amall 
Mrrgraduata pr ivate  oollegm of loam than 7.00 
atudantr , 

Q Anrlytiaal modal equatrd houming whioh maaCa ourrant 
Air Forar Wholm-Haurm str-with housing 100 paraant 
of w h i ~ h  dorm not mrat tha standard ( i .n . ,  Columbua m d  
Vanor). All thmra basmm rmarivad n entiafaotory 
rating. 

Tha quartion BRAC muat: anrwar ir, ohould the 
rmocnnmandation whioh is based on flawad data 
in Bn arma *are thar+ i r  alaarly unasrtainty 

-am t o  whrth8r thrra i r  axommm aapagity or not. 

The Air Foror apgQar8 inaapabla o f  admitting that thay wight hava 
mad. a mimtake, rvmn though the C h h f  of Staf f  domonmtratad h i u  
own anxiety with raspoat to tho aapaaity qurrtion. 

Thsrm i 8  o loar ly  widmnom t o  rcvermo th. Iacretbry of Dafanratm 
r8aomendation to olore Ramma AFB. Th+ DoP/~ir FOZO+ aasr 
prosmtmd to B M C  wam ilawad and raprrrantu a mignifiaant 
dmviation from tha DoDta awn raquiramont to 
of a baa.'. worth t o  the marviom and tha 
maah of might oritqria fa i r ly  and 
arm oo important t o  military 
4310 reoomendation t o  0108. Rmerm AFB. 

%'ha C h h f  of 8t~Zf ham @fated that oan only support tha 
r m a . o ~ n d s t ~ o n  on amwu~ptions that  .van ha would admit ara 
purmtionab . Ha than voIc8a hi. oonaorn about thq year. bmyond 
t h o  PYDER ~ n d  qoem on mxpl@in thmt rsqufr@la.nta f o r  Ur 
Ouard find t h m  Romarv+ will inar+@la in thew ~ y $ p w r . ~ m n d ,  in 
t@ot, haY+ inatmared alrmady duxing the FYDEP . 

i 



As a Congremrman and 8. a aitiarn aonaarned about qur national  
mmaurfty, I urge you, th+ BRAC Commi88ion, to'r6jrat tha  
rooomandation to cslora Swam. M D ,  

(1) QmaaP.1 FQ~lwaau quota f r o m  the tranmarlpb o f  Chm Junm 1 4 t h  YmP bmmriap, 
prg. 1PZr * W m l l ,  .grin, L tr4.d to vow aar.fuLAj otaf t  my wrdr t b o n ,  h4.t 
t thlalt, wLthFtr t b r  V t P R ? ,  we WILL probably harm thm oapiaih7, bu% itt. b4s.d 
upn rrru r s s ~ i o a m  rbou* dofng bumI~@rfl diffmrrnbly t&i, m 46 today." 

( 9 )  @mawrat ?q~l-a quote from hhr tr&nrer+ of laha Juar'lltb W h?ar&, 
Z l l r  * h a  Cho V#- aonardm % L i w ~ ,  thoughr t u b  lome QLII ma 

a a i r a m r n ,  Urd i h  I l l l a  ~LLqbtly outrida the TYDB?, Am tba g r o t  tbrt, i n  ordax 
to au8tria ouf Air Hati~arl  Ouard + our Air Farom Rammrtta uniar, W r y  
roughly 10 prramnt bf 811 our avLrborr bhrb 1mRvq aaflva but]t #&$a tqb w i t h  tbm 
A i r  Y ~ l i i e n a l  Ou.H rad b U  Alr msar Raborvw1 r o  t h r t  kmopr thr iu  raguireaant 
for  U t t i r l  pi lo t  trr ialaq lowor. Tbaj 8x0 m t m r t i x q  t o  roo n w  drop-aft Lo 
tbora nurberr &ad bavm, la facrt within 4 h  IYDE?, aomm i n  rtul i v k d  foe 
a6di6iorul piLob $rri~ltbg r lobr .  W r  b r a  b.01~ able t o  a ~ c w m d a t m  theom 
nhthia the m. But, Lu thr 10.r 2003 rrd bmyond, b r a r u r m  tta h r v r  b m m  
p r d u a ~  80 imv pIl&a fu bhm nfirly 19POmr A$ tba A i r  Rae*-4 m d  t h l  Guard 
wcrm able %a uapburr 100 pmramnt of @I1 pia0tr Lmavlag 6 ~ t i r l  duty, th.~ would 
m b  ba ab1n bs fill thm4.r emokpil;~, raid tbry ~ $ 1 1  hrvw t o  com:#er . c-  w ~ m  p i l o t  
t t a t n h g *  @ 
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f MAnIt9C)N AVlDNlff% t Oru WWoU 

N R W  YORK. NY L O O W  . ' 

June 10, 1095 

The Honorable Alan 
Chairman 
Base Clqsing and ent Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 7425 
Arlington, VA 22208 

Recently a number of cong sman have asked my views on the Issue 01 pilot 
.. training. I have given them ased on my experience as Secretary of the Navy 

and as a bombardier and pl ot In the naval reselte. As a courtesy I would like to 
share them with you. Since orld War I1 there have been recurring proposals to 
consolidate fli$ht training u der one servlca at a few centralized bases. They 
have failed not only be~aus each aervlce has uniquely different dpeolalkatlona 
but because by its nature, f ight training requires dispersal and deoentrerlizntlon. 
Trafflc patterns and airspa cannot be overloaded without disastrous safety 
results. Thus bases oparatl g In peamtime have flnlte surge capaclty In 
emergenoies. ! 
Even in peaceful times t dw6ty8 volatili in pilot tralnlng ratw. Retention 
rate6 are lower in peac d vary unpred 1 ctably with alrline pilot hiring. 
To some extent we we atem the loss of pilots with specialized bonuses 
which were funded by , but ability to stern pllot losses in the post- 
cold war era will rema . . 

The Aviation induatry ly published 98timates of the demand f ~ r  pllots 
within the airline indu 8 projected that there wlll be a huge Increase in 
pilot hlrlng In the ne t the same, time, 1110181 and retention have been 
decllnlng in recent of our  armed services continuo820 dawnslzs.. . . 
Defense spending r eleven years stralght and the effects of thle 

Tk~xl'nvNE tY 1s) :)iR.33*U J ? $ & @ w ~ b y  ri?i?bfi~m~ v4?8t~ . 



deoline are becomlng more evlbent. We are headed for a period of 
reduced retention and predicted pilot productton requirPbment6. 

During my tenure in the by thelr 
pilot training capacity, surge capaolty In our tralnlng bases 

. to accommodate Since that time, both the 
Navy and the Alr polnt that I8 very near 
the margin with meet pilot training 
requirements If - - 

closed It bacwmes virtuollly impossible to 
operating as a clvil airfield. 

is the ilrst to qo, but Clvlilan 
Immedlate and irreveralbl@.. 

I urge you to rejeot olose pilot tralnln bases llke Meridian, Reese B and Corpus Christi. is vital to U.S. m litary readiness and should 
not be trlflrzd wtth math models and systems analysis, Unllke 
much of the, thaw bases are clo$ed, they cannot be 
reconstituted. 
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LARRY COMBEST 
19TH DISTRICT. TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE Congress of  tlje Hniteb States 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE Boue'e of aepresentatibee' 

June 20, 1995 

DISTRICT OFFICES- 

ROOM 611 
GEORGE H. MAHON 
FEDERAL BUILDING 

LU~BOCK,  TX 79401-40B 
(806) 763-161 1 

SUITE 205 
3800 E 4 2 ~ ~  STREE- 

ODESSA, TX 79762-5941 
(915) 5504743  

SUITE 205 
5809 S. WESTER& 

AMARILLO. TX 791 10-3626 
(806) 35S3945 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and ~eali~nment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to thank you for your dedication and service on the 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission. This will be my final 
presentation to you regarding my strong opposition to the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation to close Reese Air Force 
Base. 

I am completely convinced that the Air Force is going to need 
every single Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) base to 
adequately meet its training requirement in the future. While 
Secretary Widnall has continued her position that, in the short 
term, adequate capacity is available in the UPT category, there 
is no mistaking the Air Force's recent retreat from their ability 
to meet their training requirements in the years beyond 2002, if 
Reese is closed. 

Air Force Chief of Staff Fogleman clearly admitted on June 14th, 
that if Reese is closed, the excess capacity would be so limited 
that, if any of the assumptions are incorrect, the Air Force will 
not have the necessary capacity. These assumptions are based on 
pilot retention rates, private sector airline hiring, complete 
integration of joint training and Air Force Reserve and Air 
National Guard pilot requirements. My understanding is that the 
Air Force's assumptions are dramatically understated in the years 
beyond 2002. This will result in a significant need for 
increased UPT capacity at the very time we are downsizing our UPT 
capabilities. 

Finally, the real travesty is that if we close an Air Force UPT 
base and force the other UPT bases to operate at or near their 
maximum capacities, we will create a work environment that is 
hazardous to flying safety, and one that will drive good 
instructor pilots out of the Air Force. I understand that a 
similar situation occurred in the late 1960s and early 1970s. 
The work environment at UPT bases could be a prime reason for a 
decrease in the pilot retention rate and thereby increase the 
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need to train additional pilots, thus exacerbating the tenuous 
UPT capacity situation. 

Again thank you for your commitment, and I hope the attached 
white paper which goes into further detail will be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

xctnn?, 
Larry copest 

LC/rdl 
Attachment 



The Case for Overturning 
the 

Secretary of Defense Recommendation 
Regarding 

Reese Air Force Base 

It is recognized that the Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
(BRAC) process was established for the purpose of closing 
unneeded military bases. However, the BRAC process was also 
established to insure fairness and to consider challenges to the 
analysis which was used by the Department of Defense (DoD) in 
arriving at base closure recommendations. In fact, part of the 
BRAC Commission~s mission is to ensure that needed bases are not 
closed due to faulty analysis. 

THE CASE FOR REESE AIR FORCE BASE (AFB): 

1. The whole premise for closing one Air Force Undergraduate 
Pilot Training (UPT) base has been questioned by the Chief of 
Staff of the Air Force. In testimony before BRAC on June 14th, 
General Fogleman said that he could only support the 
recommendation to close Reese AFB if a number of assumptions were 
made. Among them were: 

(a) the Joint pilot training initiatives, including the 
JPATS program, stayed on track toward full maturity; 

(b) the Air Force continued to have pilot bonuses and pilot 
retention did not decline; 

(c) there would be no great increase in airline pilot 
hiring; 

(d) there would be no great increase in pilot training 
requirements for the Air National Guard and the Air 
Force Reserve. 

General Fogleman then testified that he was concerned that after 
2002 there would be a significant increase in the pilot training 
requirement due to the needs of the Guard and the Reserve. 

Each of these assumptions is questionable and the assumptions on 
retention and on airline hiring are simply incorrect (see 
FAPA/FAA projections at Tab 1). Also, the Air National Guard and 
the Air Force Reserve requirement is projected to increase by 300 
per year in the year 2003, which is the equivalent of three- 
fourths of an Air Force UPT base's capacity. 



In sum, General Fogleman is concerned that if Reese AFB is 
closed, there will not be sufficient pilot training capacity in 
the outyears. He is constrained, however, by the declared DoD 
policy of seeking the closure of Reese AFB; and his own service's 
insistence that they are legally bound to only look out as far as 
their own Five Year Defense Plan (FYDEP) and not make projections 
beyond that time period. 

2. The official Air Force position is that if BRAC chooses to 
keep Reese AFB open, then no Air Force UPT base should be closed. 
This demonstrates clearly the uncertainty the Air Force has with 
respect to pilot training capacity. 

3. It has been proven, beyond question, that the DoD/Air Force 
analysis regarding Reese AFB was flawed and inaccurate: 

o It contained substantial errors of fact: 

o shortchanged Reese AFB airspace 
o shortchanged Reese AFB training routes. 

o The analytical model contained mathematical and formula 
errors. 

o The model averaged Air Force and Navy functional scores 
for various missions indiscriminately instead of 
examining Air Force bases for Air Force missions only. 

o The model contained numerous analytical errors (i.e:, 
inappropriate weighting of factors, attrition planning 
factors heavily weighted versus actual attrition; and 
the reconsideration of measures of merit already 
considered in Criteria I1 through VIII). 

4. A fair analysis rates Reese AFB above other Air Force UPT 
bases : 

o 1991 BRAC Staff Analysis rated Reese AFB #2 (Laughlin 
129, Reese 125, Columbus 124, Vance 122 and Williams 
90)  

o 1995 BRAC Staff Analysis (after formula error 
corrected) rated Reese AFB #3 (~aughlin 7.5, Columbus 
6.6, Reese 6.3, Vance 6.2 and Randolph 4.5) 



5. The DoD/Air Force analytical model ignored or excluded 
important factors: 

o Lubbock International Airport excluded from analysis 
even though 44 percent of all operations are military. 
Reese received no credit for this invaluable auxiliary 
field. 

o Analytical model equated educational opportunities in 
Lubbock, (i.e., major university) with small 
undergraduate private college of less than 700 
students. 

o Analytical model equated housing which meets current 
Air Force Whole-House Standard with housing 100 percent 
of which does not meet the standard (i.e., Columbus and 
Vance). All these bases received a satisfactory 
rating. 

The question BRAC must answer is, should the Commission ratify a 
recommendation which is based on flawed data and flawed analysis 
in an area where there is clearly uncertainty with the Air Force 
as to whether there is excess capacity or not. 

The Air Force appears incapable of admitting that they might have 
made a mistake, even though the Chief of Staff demonstrated his 
own anxiety with respect to the capacity question. 

There is clearly evidence to reverse the Secretary of Defense's 
recommendation to close Reese AFB. The DoD/Air Force case 
presented to BRAC was flawed and represents a significant 
deviation from the DoDts own requirement to perform an appraisal 
of a base's worth to the service and the nation by evaluating 
each of eight criteria fairly and honestly. Pilot training is an 
area so important to military readiness that BRAC should reject 
the recommendation to close Reese AFB. 

The Chief of Staff has stated that he can only support the 
recommendation on assumptions that even he would admit are 
questionable. He then voices his concern about the years beyond 
the FYDEP and goes on to explain that requirements for the 
Guard and the Reserve will increase in those out ears and, in 

( 2  Y fact, have increased already during the FYDEP . 



A s  a congressman and as a citizen concerned about our national 
security, I urge you, the BRAC Commission, to reject the 
recommendation to closa Reese AFB. 

(I) Oenaral  Foglaman q u o t e  from t h e  t r a n a a r i p t  of t h o  June 1 4 t h  DoD hear ing ,  
page 1221 "H.11, aga in ,  I t r i a d  t o  very  c a r e f u l l y  c r a f t  my word. t h e r o ,  t h a t  
I t h i n k ,  w i t h i n  t h e  FYDEP, we w i l l  p r o b l b l y  hava t h e  c a p a c i t y ,  b u t  L t ' r  b a r r d  
upon soma 1 8 g ~ m p t i o n ~   bout doidg busino.m differently than w e  do t o d r y . "  

( 2 )  O-nrral  Foglem~n quo ta  f r o m  t h r  t t a n n c r i p t  of  t h e  Junm 1 4 t h  DoD hmaring, 
page 123: "Ona o f  tho  v a r y  a o n c r e t e  t h i n g r ,  though, t h a t  doe8 g i v e  me 
ooacern ,  and it f a l l .  . l i g h t l y  outmide th* FYDEP, i s  t h e  f a c t  t h a t ,  i n  ordmr 
t o  n u a t a i n  o u r  A i r  Na t iona l  Guard nnd o u r  A i r  Force Res8rve u n i t s ,  today  
roughly  S O  p a r c e n t  of a 1 1  our a v i a t o r 8  t h a t  l a a v r  n c t i v a  du ty  sign up wi th  thr 
Air Nat iona l  O u l t d  and th- A i r  Forc- Raserve; so that kmapw t h e i r  rmquiroawnt 
f o r  i n i t i n 1  p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  lower .  Th.y a r e  mtnr t ing  t o  80. aome drop-off  i n  
t h o ~ a  nuarbrrm and havm, i n  f a o t  w i t h i n  t h e  FYDEP, come i n  and amked for 
additional p i l o t  t r a i n i n g  mlotr .  We have boon a b l e  t o  raaommodnto t h o r o  
w i t h i n  t h r  -UP. But, i n  t h e  y e a r  2003 find beyond, becaurm we have bman 
producing 80 few p i l o t 8  i n  thq e a r l y  1 9 9 0 ~ ~  i f  t h e  A i r  Re8erva and t h e  Ouard 
ware r b l a  t o  a r p t u r o  100 p e r c a n t  of  a11 p i l o t .  l r r v i n g  a o t i v e  d u t y ,  thoy would 
no t  be  & l o  t o  f i l l  t h r i r  cockpit . ,  and thoy w i l l  havm t o  coma f o r  m o r e  p i l o t  
t r a i n i n g . -  



COMMERCIAL PILOT DEMAND 
(ANNUAL REQUIREMENT) 

YEAR 

SOURCE: Future Airline Pilots Association (FAPA), Atlanta, Georgia - 1995 "Forecast of True Pilot Demand." See also, 
Federal Aviation Administration - 'Pilots and Aviation Maintenance Technicians for the Twenty-First Century." 



Forecast of True Pilot Demand 8 1995 FAPA. Allanla, GA, 

A B C D E F G H J 

Year 

'20 1 E - 
* FAA 

Jet i plus ; plus equals Annual i =Annual ... thls 
Airlines i ~ o r n m u l r  j Other 1 Total (1 Pilot plus / TRUE 

Pllot i Pibt 1 Piloi 1 Pilol 1) Force j Annual j PILOT 11 next - j pilots will 
Force j Force \Professnls force , Growth.,.! Attrkion.., 

55,482 : 16,528 1 63,995 136,005 A r I 
t 

1 .  

179,695 j 23,200 j 78.792 1 181,687 11 2,224 i 2,417 1 4,641 11 2 1 j 102,944 
ppljed different assun~ptiolls for yem 2005 and later, whicll created (not sllorvn) an excessively large hrce G r a ~  

Notes: 

The basic data in colunns A-D 
are found in the FAA puhlimtion, 
"Pilots & Aviation Maimellance 
Technicians for the Twenly- 
First Centuiy." F.4PA has modi- 
fied* FAA's ~lu~~lbers after 2004. 

Coluom F is based oo FAPA 
estbnates that use FAA aid 
ALPA ~~etirement prcrjectiolls 
as swing points. 

Colniruts G and J represent 
True Pi lor Demand, the 
correct measure of expected 
systemwide'job groirllh. True 
Pilot Detnand excludes 
double-counting, as would 
occur if one c o ~ ~ ~ ~ t c d  n~oveillenl 
T 3 m N  the system. such as 
a regional pilot hei~ig hired by 
a major airline. 

h in 3005, followed by comspondingly Je- 
pressed prnjections in 1 a t e l . y ~ .  FAP.4 lls smoothed tlus effect by p~~po~?~o~mre ly  rcdislributing Ole year-305 escess acmss suhseqtrer>t yeas. 

Q~estions ! cc)m~nalts to Greg Cm. FtXPA. 997-8(1W Q 1 995 FAPA FAPA mernberslup telephone rNN) SET-JC)BS 





Beyer, Merrill 

From: Flippen, Ed 
To : Ackerman, Steve; Beyer, Merrill; Cirillo, Frank; Pross, Mark 
Subject: Combest 612 
Date: Wednesday, June 07, 1995 8:59AM 

Congressman Combest's letter dated June 2, 1995, has some wrong assumptions in it ... 
Radar Approach Control Facility- 
The Lubbock Airport Traffic Control Tower provides radar service to Reese AFB and to the Lubbock area. 
This is a FAA facility, equipment is FAA, personnel are FAA, There may be some building lease 
considerations, but everything else is FAA funded, not provided by The City of Lubbock 

Lahoma Corridor-Vance AFB 
The existence of the Lahoma Corridor does show some civil aviation encroachment activity, but more 
importantly, it shows how the Air Force, the local civil users, and the FAA developed a procedure to 
accomodate the most efficient use of the local airspace, allowing the military to  safely conduct it's mission 
while allowing restricted civil access to  the civil airport 

Columbus AFB Encroachment 
Yes, Memphis and Atlanta airports exist in the local(?) area Atlanta is far enough away that there probably 
is no interference between Columbus and ATL traffic. Memphis- A very large portion of Memphis traffic is 
Federal Express, which occurs at night. As with all UPT bases, airspace and procedures have been 
designed to  allow independant operations by the training aircraft, with very little, if any exposure to air 
carrier traffic 

Sorry, I can't help with "whole house upgrades", "sewage capacity", or "beds per 1,00 people" 

Let me know if I can be of further assistance 

Page 1 
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CHAIRMAN 
VERMANEM SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTEUldENCE 

COMMIlTEE ON AORICULNRE 

CONGRESStlAN COtlBEST 

May 26, 1995 

Bum 1W 
XlOO E. 42NO STREET 

OMS.*. TX 797Ol-6941 
19161 5 M 4 3  

SUIT( 206 
111118 9. W l r n l l N  

AM~ILLO.  TX 791 10-3e6 
l808) 363-3965 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
F l w  r& & ibh ~w&H 

Chairman, B a ~ e  Closure and Realignment 
. w - e  I .,?&2qt5079 fO r2 4 - 2 2  

Commieo ion 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. chairman: 

I am writing to bring to your attention three important matters 
related to Air Force pilot training bases under review by your 
Conuni asion. 

First, I want to make eure that you and the other Cornmimeionere 
are aware that there was an error in the Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission (BRAC) staff analysis which was briefed to 
the Commismion during the May 10th "addw hearing. You may reoall 
that the etaff analyeis rated Reese Air Force Base (AFB) as 
having a tie score with Vance (AFB) (see attached charts). This 

w proved that with a fair analysis, all of the Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) baaee were close in rating and that Reese AFB wae 
not a Tier I11 inferior baee. 

My lotaff reviewed the BRAC staff analyais and found a 
oomputational error which was brought to the staff's attention. 
Your otaff agreed and the corrected analysis rated Reese AFB 
higher than Vance AFB. I believe this fe of sufficient 
importance that it deserves to be brought to the attention to 
each Commieeioner before they begin their UPT s i te  visits. 

I am also tremendously concerned that the Air Force has indicated 
ite decloion to eend the commander of the Air Education Training 
Command (AETC) or his deputy to each of the three UPT eita visits 
scheduled for next month. This irregular action did not ocour 
when the BRAC vieited R8ese AFB; their presence during the 
upcoming vieitr would be an unspoken but very clear message to 
both the BRAC cormmissionera and the Air Force officers on detail 
to your Commiesion, which would jeopardize the impartiality and 
objeativenses demanded by this process. The A i r  Forc8 will have 
a complete opportunity to address the members of the Colamission 
on June 14th. 

On a related matter, I want to bring to your attention the fact 
that the Air Force has completed a nrefinec¶ COBRA analysisa8 with 
respect to Reese AFB. This "refinedf1 analysis concludes that the 

w eavings accruing from the closure of Reeee AFB would be almost 
double the COBRA analysis used in the DoD deliberatione. This 
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analysis im mumpect for a number of reasons, but momt importantly 
it is muegect because no "refined COBRA analysisw hae bean 
attempted for the other UPT bases under consideration and thus 
there is no bamis for comparison. 

Mr. chairman, there is one additional concern I have which is 
that the present projections on pilot training requiremente may 
be serioumly underestimated. The current Air Force projectione 
asmums that the current retention rate for pilots will continue 
even though this is unlikely due to a projected surge in civilian 
airline hiring. There ie alro to be a likely surge in the 
requiremmte for training of Air National Guard and Air Force 
Reserve pilots in the aoming years. I would urge you to press 
the Air Force for a restatement of their requirements sinoe a UPT 
base alooure will leave only s very modest surge capability. 

w 
Mr. Chairman, I know that you have been steadfaat in your 
determination to maintain the integrity and fairness of the BRAC 
process. It ie with that eamo determination that I ask you to 
consider these conaerne. 

I look forward to hearing from you on these mattare. 

LC/rdl 
Attachments - Revised ~nalyais w 
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cc: BRAC Commissioners 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
HEADQUARTERS UNITED STATES AIR FORCE 

WASHINGTON, DC 

MEMORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr Frank Cirillo) 

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

SUBJECT: For The Record Response to Commissioner Steele 

During a Commission visit to Reese AFB, Texas, Commissioner Steele asked the 35th 
FTSICC how Navy students were selected for Air Force training. For the record, the Navy 
selects volunteers from among the top third of their class during the pre-indoctrination academics 
course (PI ) .  If there are not enough volunteers, the Navy selects the top performers in API. 

1 hope this information proves helpful. 

/ $&a1 Assistant to Chief of Staff 
for Realignment and Transition 



)""a PI- -." 
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any questions on how we arrived at the data or any 
questions about the entire area of UPT, I would be 
glad to provide any information I can. 

Again, thank you for your time, and with kind 
regards. 

Ms. Rebecca Cox 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 

Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, suite 1425 
~rlington, Virginia 22209 
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LARRY COMBEST 
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CHAIRMAN 
GMA~UCNT SELECT COMMITTEE 

-ON INTELLIGENCE 

ROOM 151 1 
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WASHINGTON DC 20515-4319 
1202) 225-4005 May 5, 1995 

DISTRICT OF FlCLS 

R o 0 ~ 6 l l  
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F r n r n r ~  BUILDING 

LUHLI(JC*. TX 79401-4089 
18061 763-1611 
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3800E 4 2 N o S 1 ~ l r r  

001 5SA. TX 79762-5941 
(915) 550-0743 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
c(5-50 8 - I 

Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
~rlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to ask you to support the addition of one or more 
Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) bases during the May 
10th hearing. 

While I understand and even agree with a reluctance to add any 
base for consideration, I believe that it is a necessity with 
regard to UPT bases for a number of a reasons. 

~irst, and most importantly, the commission should decide to 
review Air Force UPT bases because there is documented evidence 
of substantial errors in the Department of Defense (DoD)/~ir 
Force analysis. These were not minor errors in unimportant 
areas. They were in areas declared to be vitally important by 
the Air Force ( i . r . ,  airspace, craining routes and other key 
measures of nieritj. The Air Force and the DoD have zdmitted 
errors in these areas. However, they have side-stepped or 
ignored other errors and maintain that the errors do nor alter 
the outcome. The facts, however, indicate that correcting the 
errors does make a difference; it changes which base is closed. 

Second, the General ~ccounting office (GAO) review of DoD 
mentioned specifically Air Force UPT as an area worthy of further 
review by the Commission. If the ~omrnission does not challenge 
the DoD recommendation on Air Force UPT where the errors are 
glaring and numerous, then the  omm mission will not have provided 
the review GAO requested or met its statutory responsibility. - 

A third important reason to add Air Force UPT bases is that the 
cost and effectiveness of the bases were never considered. While 
Reese Air Force Base (AFB) has the lowest cost-per-flying-hour 
and the second lowest cost-per-student-graduate, it appears this 
critical issue was never a component of the Air Force/DoD 
analysis. 
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In light of the problems described above and in view of the 
concerns expressed by the GAO and members of the BRAC staff, I 
urge you to make sure that Air Force UPT bases are added and 
reviewed further by the  omm mission. 

This is a most important issue which deserves the full scrutiny 
of the B m C  commission. 

incerely , 

R@JJi 
LC/ lec 

Larry Co est 8 
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H O U S E  OF REPRESENTATIVES 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

May 11, 1995 --, . . 
>.'<,".;!j , ;">i -. .;.' ,:- ;.. . t 

Thank you for your vote to reconsider the Air Force 
Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) category when the 
Commission met yesterday. I know that you had many 
important matters before you, and I appreciate your 
support. 

Your willingness to revisit this matter clearly 
shows your desire to insure.that our nation's 
ability to produce the finest pilots in the world 
will not be jeopardized. This in turn will 
guarantee that our military will Se able to m e e t  its 
obligations in the 2lst century. That goal is 
paramount for us all. - 

I look forward to working closely with you, and hope 
you will not hesitate to call on me anytime in the 
next six weeks as the Commission continues its 
review. 

Sincerely, 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street - 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 
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L<?RRY COMBEST 
1*TY OlSTllCT TEXAS 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMlTrEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE dongres‘s' o f  tbe Bniteb. States' 
COMMITTEE O N  AGRICULTURE eouee of Beprerirntatibes 

April 26, 1995 

Commissioner Joe Robles,'Jr. 
The Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

ROOM 81 1 
Gconw H. MAUW 
F s a m r  BUIL~ING 

L u s ~ m .  TX 79401-4089 
(806) 7-16? 1 

S u m  105 
3800 E. 4 2 ~ 0  S ~ E F T  

OOESSA. TX 79762-5941 
1915) 550-0743 

SUITE 205 
5809 S. WESTERN 

AMARILLO. TX 791 10-3626 
1806) 353-3945 

Dear Commissioner Robles: 

I am writing to thank you for attending the regional hearing in 
Dallas last week and also to follow-up on a matter of concern to 
both of us. 

It is my understanding that you requested cost and cost-savings 
data from the Department of Defense (DoD) and the Services during 
the commission hearing on April 17th. This is clearly a matter 
of importance and one worthy of pursuit by the commission. 
Although DoD witnesses indicated that cost-effectiveness was not 
a major part of their analysis, I strongly believe cost-savings 
and effectiveness should be one of the primary factors when 
considering the value of a base. 

Furthermore, as you know, I have scrutinized the base closure 
process with particular interest focused on the Air Force. I 
have grown increasingly concerned as I have continued to uncover 
mistakes in the Air Force Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) Base 
analysis which clearly demonstrate to me that the entire Air 
Force UPT Base category must be reviewed by the  omm mission. 

s -  - 
In light of your request, I have put together several cost 
comparisons using data from the various Data Calls and other Air 
Force reports. These cost comparisons document the cost- 
effectiveness of Reese Air Force Base (AFB) in areas relevant to 
pilot training. A summary of this cost data follows: 

COST PER FLYING HOUR: The chart at Tab A summarizes data 
extracted from an Air Force Education and Training Command 
report on cost.per flying hour data for 1994. As you can 
see, Reese AFB ranks as the lowest cost of any UPT base in 
cost per flying hour. 

* AVERAGE COST PER GRADUATE: The chart at Tab B summarizes 
data on cost per graduate. Reese AFB is second among UPT 
bases, with Vance AFB ranking first. 

* LUBBOCK INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT: As you can see from the data 



Commissioner Joe Robles, Jr. 
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on the chart at Tab C, Reese AFB uses Lubbock International 
Airport (LIA) extensively. Approximately 43% of the 
operations at LIA are military. Reese AFB not only uses the 
facility for training, particularly instrument approach 
training, but also uses it as an alternate recovery field 
when the crosswinds-go out of limits at Reese AFB, because 
LIA has a crosswind runway. This auxiliary field capability 
is provided free of charge and is managed through formal 
agreements between the Air ForceIReese AFB and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) at LIA. ... . 

LUBBOCK APPROACH CONTROL: The City of Lubbock through the 
FAA at LIA provides free of charge a Radar Approach Control 
(RAPCON) facility and operational capability at Reese AFB. 
Again, this capability is provided through formal agreements 
between Air ForceIReese AFB and the FAA at LIA. This is a 
vital element of training that the Air Force receives at no 
cost. At other bases, such as Vance AFB, the Air Force must 
man and maintain its own facility. The savings here are 
unknown to us, but are probably extensive and could be 
provided by the Air Force in the form of an estimate of 
the cost of maintaining such a facility at Vance AFB. 

a "MEDICAL RIGHT SIZINGm PROGRAM: The "Medical Right Sizingw 
program at Reese AFB takes advantage of medical facilities 
in the City of Lubbock and saves the Air Force approximately 
$1 million per year. This matter was not considered. 

As you can see from the data, Reese AFB performs very well in 
terms of cost-effectiveness. Reese AFB also compares well in 
terms of military measures of merit, as was demonstrated during 

-.- the B R A C - . v i s i t  t o  R e e s e  AFB and i n  the C i t y  of Lubbock's . 
presentation to your Commission in Dallas. 

There are additional cost issues which have been ignored by the 
Air Force and the DoD because they involve offers from the City 
of Lubbock. While I understand the need to prevent a "bidding 
war," there are two issues which should be considered as a part 
of any rational analysis of which UPT base to close. 

* NEW 40,000 SQUARE FOOT HANGAR: The City of Lubbock has 
offered to lease to the Air Force a newly completed 40,000 
sq. ft. hangar at LIA for $1.00 per year. This new facility 
is empty and available. It has easy access by taxiway to 
all the runways at LIA and could provide the Air Force with 
a regional maintenance facility and/or a shelter for Reese 
AFB if their hangar space was not enough (i.e., during 
severe storms). The City of Lubbock had conversations with 
the Air Force about the possibility of developing a regional 
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maintenance facility before this BRAC round. Since the BRAC 
deliberations began, the Air Force has refused to consider 
this offer further. 

e HOUSING PURCHASE/LEASE-BACK: The City of Lubbock has 
proposed a housing purchase/lease-back arrangement for Reese 
AFB, whereby the City would purchase all of the housing from 
the Air Force and then lease those facilities to the Air 
Force. This initiative would save the Air Force an 
estimated $6 million immediately with recurring annual - . 

savings of $1.7 million. 

As I testified before the  omm mission in Dallas, I believe that 
the recommendation to close Reese AFB is based on flawed data and 
a flawed analytical model. I hope that the cost data I have 
provided will help to persuade you and other members of the 
  om mission to take a close look at the recommendation to close 
Reese AFB and to review the entire Air Force UPT category. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of my request and 
please do not hesitate to call on me if I can provide further 
information or be of assistance. 

Larry  best 
LC/mle 
Enclosures 

CC: All BRAC Commissioners 
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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 

March 30, 1995 REBECCA COX 
GEN J. B. DAVIS, USAF ( R E V  
5. LEE KLING 
RAbM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN (RET) 
MG JOSUE ROBLES, JR., USA (RET) 

The Honorable Larry Combest 
WEND1 LOUISE STEELE 

United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 15 

Dear Representative Combest: 

Thank you for your letter requesting a review of Undergraduate Pilot Training (UPT) by 
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission as part of the Commission's 
deliberations. I appreciate your strong support for the Commission and its process. 

You may be certain that the Commission st& is actively reviewing the Secretary of 
Defense's recommendations to the Commission in all areas, including Undergraduate Pilot 
Training. The Commission intends to hold a hearing on April 17, 1995, in Room 2 16 of the Hart 
Senate Office Building, which will address the Joint Cross Service Group's analysis of UPT bases. 
The UPT portion of the hearing will begin at 1 P.M. 

You can be assured that the information you have shared with the Commission will be 
utilized during the review and analysis process. 

My office will be in contact with your office in the near future to try and arrange a 
mutually agreeable time to discuss your concerns. 

Again, thank you for your letter. Please do not hesitate to contact the Commission 
whenever you believe we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely. 
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WlLLiAM M. "MAC" THORNBERRY 
13TH DISTRICT, TEXAS 

COMMITTEE O N  
NATIONAL SECURITY 

COMMITTEE ON 
RESOURCES 

March 23, 1995 

The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express my great concern and disappointment that the United States Air Force 
based its undergraduate pilot training recommendations on undeniably erroneous information. 
Furthermore, I understand from expert sources that the model used to analyze the raw data is 
improperly weighted for the appropriate analysis of Air Force undergraduate pilot training bases. 
Therefore, I strongly urge the Base Closure and Realignment Commission to undertake a special 
examination of the model the USAF used to make its recommendation, as well as the underlying 
factual data. 

I would like to briefly address what I believe to be three of the most critical errors: 

1. Available Airspace for Training;. Factual errors in the data shortchanged Reese AFB in 
terms of volume of airspace available for training. Corrected figures give Reese AFB 
3,000 more cubic nautical miles of airspace. Additionally, alert airspace available for 
training and controlled by Reese AFB was not considered. 

2. Weather. Comprehensive weather data (e.g. percentage of time on average per month 
that sorties are rescheduledcancelled due to weather) measuring the overall weather 
performance of a base clearly favors Reese AFB over several other UPT bases. This 
information is a clear indication that Reese, on the average, has better weather than the 
other bases. However, this kind of clear indicator was given little weight in the model 
compared to the weight given a subelement of weather performance (crosswinds) and the 
weight given planning factors. 

3. Airfield Condition. The Air Force analysis lists Reese AFB as having a taxiway and 
apron condition that is only 29% adequate (62% Code 1 for taxiways, and 9% Code 1 for 
aprons). However, an Air Force Civil Engineering Report for May 1993 lists virtually all 
the pavements as adequate and needing only resealing. In addition, apron improvements 
were made to the T-1 and T-38 sections of the ramp from 1993 to 1995, but the rating 
remained at 9% for data calls in both 1993 and 1995. 

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 

In summary, I feel confident that if errors in the factual data are corrected and the Air Force 
performs analysis structured and weighted to evaluate Air Force UPT bases fairly, then Reese 
AFB will not come out on the bottom. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Mac Thorn erry 
Member of Congress 

WMT: cs 
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' -  D'CIN NlCKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

WASHINGTON, DC 20510-3602 

June 8, 1995 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 
Defense Base Closure 

and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

COMMITTEES: 

APPROPRIATIONS 
BUDGET 

ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

As the commission moves towards its final deliberations, we 
welcome the opportunity to showcase Vance Air Force Base and 
~ r i & ~ ~ ~ ~ ; , y ~  L "  L,,c rzasi>xs why ~ v v p ~ ~ i -  ::~ ,~ \ ' i . c ;< jL~a~  cr{ : t ty  j-r !:hz 
Department of Defense believes that Vance should continue to 
provide quality, state-of-the-art undergraduate pilot training 
for our aviators. 

When analyzing UPT bases, we believe it is imperative to 
consider three important aspects of pilot training that cannot be 
bought. These are airspace, weather and lack of encroachment. We 
believe these are important measures fulfilling the pilot 
training mission and in all three instances Vance meets the mark. 

Vance possesses the most consistently used airspace of any 
UPT base, with its training areas in close proximity. This 
discriminator alone increases the opportunity for quality 
training by up to 15 percent in the UPT program. In addition, 
Vance has less civilian and general aviation congestion from 
airports within fifty nautical miles than any other UPT base. 
Yet, it has ready access to more airports outside these limits 
than any other. 

We understand that weather, particularly cross winds and 
icing days, were heavy weighting factors in early BRAC staff 
analyses. We would respect.flllly sugqest that. a more effec:tive 
measure of weather is to analyze actual weather losses over the 
last ten years. While a number of factors enter into this, 
including scheduling, historical Air Force data indicates that 
Vance more than satisfies its ability to train to any measure of 
weather condition. 

Encroachment is already a significant factor in pilot 
training. As urban areas face increased growth and "creep" 
towards training bases, Vance's community action has ensured that 
this will not be a factor, with only one development to the north 
of the base in the le&st critical zone and additional parcels of 
land having been purchased to negate encroachment. In addition, 
the city of Enid has passed a restrictive zoning ordinance which 
will prevent further encroachment. 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
100 N. BROADWAY 409 SOUTH BOSTON 601 D AVENUE, SUITE 201 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK 73102 TULSA, OK 74103-4007 LAWTON, OK 73501 
(405) 2314947 (918) 581-7651 (405) 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY, OK 74604 
(405) 767-1270 



Cost is also an important factor. Because of Vance's 
efficiency, it requires less officer and enlisted personnel to 
perform the same mission than other UPT bases. These savings are 
further achieved with an umbrella maintenance contract. With more 
than thirty years experience in this area. 

We do not wish to belabor the economic impact issue, but we 
firmly believe the closure of Vance would have a greater regional 
economic impact than would the closure of any other UPT base save 
one. The certified data sent by the Department of Defense 
validates this. 

We stand ready to answer any questions you may have 
regarding Vance. 

,, Sincerely, 

U.S. Senator 5 ' I  @ 
FRANK LUCAS 

Member of Congress 
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1 January 1995 

Base Realignment and Closure Conlnlission . , .. ._.. , . 
. .*'CLcJ-.-\q ; ,-#*, ?d .:>~i-?x+-, - --.--- ....-.,. 

Dcar Conlmission Members, 

I have been asked to give n ~ y  views on the value of Vance Air Force 
Base to assist you in making your decisions on base closures. I was 
assigned to Vance 37 years ago. I've visited Vance on an allnual basis for 
the last three years. My impressions as a 4-star are current -- those as a 
student are dated. Your judgement will decide what is relevent. 

.4.s 2 student and upon reflection thereafter there were esse!ltially three 
factors that illlpressed me as being unique to Vance Air Force Base. The 
first \\'as rhe facilities at the base itself. I t  was the number one choice for 
those of' us transitioning from prinlary to basic because it u.as then the best 
base in Air Training Command. My recent visits indicate that it has not 
lost that position. As a single mission airbase. it has all one could hope to 
offer to nlake the students' efforts to learn to fly as optimized as possible. 
It's not a place easily disregarded. 

-rhe second factor is. in nly opinion the most important. Vance is not 
"Sk!. Blue U." 1.e.. the weather is typically realistic of that which a pilot 
will encounter during his or her operational career. It's rainy. it's cloudy. 
it has fog. it has ice. it llas snow. it has low ceilings, it has thunderstorms, 
it has strong winds. and, it has cross winds. I t  is the real world, unlike 
Luke, Willy. George and others we once trained at. When you've trained 
at Vance. }.ou've truly "walked the walk" -- an invaluable and unique 
experience that \vill sa1.e aircraft and lives in the future. 



John M. Davey, MIGen, USAF(Ret) 
509 Lighthouse Point 

Virginia Beach, VA 2345 1 

November 10,1994 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

Ladies and Gentlemen: 

As a former student pilot at Vance AFB, and one who considers the experiences gained 
there an important building block in my subsequent career, I would like to add my support to 
those in favor of preserving this valuable national security resource. Vance's mission is clearly 
critical to the future of the United States Air Force ... our capacity :G train pilots to meet the 
nation's demands in the uncertain years ahead must be maintained. 

Additionally, it is far too easy to take for granted the goodwill of the community 
surrounding an installation such as Vance AFB. The quality of life for those at the base and 
those in the area of low-flying aircraft must be managed very carefully, lest the operational utility 
of the base be jeopardized through restrictions to operations. As a former base and wing 
commander, I have learned the hard way how this can become a one-way street, leaving the Air 
Force no choice but to consider other alternatives for accomplishing its mission. Vance and Enid 
were then, and I am sure remain today, an outstanding example of baselcommunity teamwork. 

As you go about your difficult task of measuring the value/essentiality of defense 
installations around the country, I would only remind you that in the flying business, there is no 
substitute for good weather, open airspace, and good relations with, and support from, your 
neighbors. V ance has all of these in full measure. 

hn M. Davey, Gen, USAF(Ret) ~9 



BRIG GEN JAMES P. ULM (USAF RET) 
15050 LaJolla Place 

Colorado Springs, Colorado 80921 
(7 19) 481-8264 

November 1 5 ,  1994 

Base Realignment and Closure Commission 

Dear Members 

The purpose of this letter is to express my total support for Vance AFB and the 
Enid, Oklahoma community in the 1995 base closure process. 

Our family spent three wonderful years at Vance AFB during my United States Air 
Force career. Two of my children graduated from Enid High School and the third married 
an Enid young lady. Both my wife, children and I have continued to maintain close 
friendships with several families as a result of my tour. Unless you have had the 
opportunity to visit and develop friendships with the Enid community, you cannot fully 
appreciate how the entire community has embraced the men and women at Vance AFB. 
The relationship that has evolved over the many years is one of mutual respect and support. 
You become a part of the community, not only when assigned to Vance, but forever. 

It is my belief that ENID AMERICA is a reflection of a most special relationship 
that is seldom found anywhere in this country. The closure of Vance AFB would be 
catastrophic, both economically and socially, to a community which has totally committed 
itself to the military. You will not find another community so totally involved. After thirty 
years of military service and 20+ permanent change of stations, my family and I have so 
many fond and positive memories of our assignment at Vance AFB and Enid. We cannot 
say that of many other assignments. It is a wonderful place to raise a family. 

Additionally, the facilities at Vance AFB are modem and superbly maintained. 
Base housing has been upgraded, and sufficient off-base housing exists at reasonable rental 
rates to support the permanent party "md student pilot populations. The airspace and 
auxiliary field in the vicinity of the base fully meets the Undergraduate Flying Training 
requirements without an adverse impact on general and commercial aviation activities. 

Despite the objective criteria that you, as a Commission, will undoubedly use in the 
BRAC process, I strongly suggest that you take into account the unique and special 
relationship and commitment that Enid and Vance AFB communities have developed over 
these many years. 

Sincerely, 

&PC James P. Ulm 
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DON NICKLES 
OKLAHOMA 

COMMITEES 
FINANCE 

Alan Dixon, Chairman 

United $totes Senate 
WASHIINGTON, DC 20510 

April 5, 1995 73 

ENERGV AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

BUDGET 

INDIAN AFFAIRS 

RULES AND ADMINISTRATION 

Defense ~ a s e  Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St. 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

With +he base closi~te process underwav, we are very aware of 
the tremendous amount of time you and your staff are spending 
analyzing the recommendations for closure and realignment 
submitted to the commission by the Secretary of Defense. 

As you know, we have a keen interest in the Undergraduate 
Pilot Training (UPT) category because of Vance Air Force Base in 
Enid, Oklahoma. We believe that the certified data that has been 
provided by the Department of the Air Force and the Cross-Service 
team accurately underscores the reasons that Vance Air Force Base 
was not included in Secretary Perry's closure recommendations, 
including the important aspect of military value. 

We are aware of efforts to manipulate the results conducted 
by the Department of Defense through the presentation of the most 
favorable data gathered from several years. We trust that your 
staff will take this into account while in the process of 
analyzing all the UPTs. 

We understand the difficulty in making an "apples to applesw 
comparison of UPT bases because they are in the different 
services, and the ultimate decisions the Commission will reach 
will be difficult given the reputation of all these bases. We 
believe that an objective internal review of this data is 
imperative before any possible Commission action involving all of 
the installations included in the UPT Cross-service analysis. We 
respectfully request that the Commission provide us the results 
of its study when it is completed. 

We stand ready to assist you in this effort with any 
information you may require. Thank you for your consideration and 
we look forward to hearing from you. 

on Nickles Frank Lucas 
U.S. Senator ,AUdS.' senator i,- Member of Congress 

1820 LIBERTY TOWER 
100 NORTH BROADWAY 
OKLAHOMA CITY. OK 73102 
1405) 231-4941 

3310 MID-CONTINENT TOWER 
409 SOUTH BOSTON 
TULSA. OK 74103-4007 
(918) 581-7651 

NATIONAL BANK BUILDING 
601 D AVENUE. SUITE 201 
LAWTON, OK 73501 
'4051 357-9878 

1916 LAKE ROAD 
PONCA CITY, OK 74604 
1405) 767-1270 
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14 May 1995 

Louis C. Finch 
Chairman, Undergraduate Pilot Training Joint Cross- Service Group 
4000 Defense Pentagon 
Washington, D.C. 20301 -4000 

Dear Mr. Finch, 

With the recent announcement by the Base Realignment and Closure Commission to add Laughlin AFB 
to the recommended list, 1 am in need of assistance. I respectfully request the answers to the following 
questions under the provisions of the privacy act. The questions deal specifically with the analysis 
conducted by your working group. I will try to be as specific as possible to aid you and your staff to provide 
a prompt reply. Since we were added on short notice, I expect you will respond promptly to so that we 
might adequately defend Laughlin AFB. The regional hearing has been tentatively scheduled for the 
second week of June 1995. 

SPECIFIC QUESTIONS 

1. Corpus Christi Naval Air Station is credited for 1,854,292 as the amount for adequate hangars. Is this in 
square feet? Does all this hanger space belong to the flight training mission? Does any of this hangar 
space belong to the Army helicopter repair depot? The USAF reports a combined total of 1,065,261 for 6 
flying installations - Randolph, Vance, Laughlin. Sheppard,Reese and Columbus. Are the numbers also 
in square feet or in comparable units as reported by the Navy? Does the 238496 for Randolph include 
those hangers which have been converted to gymnasiums (2) and flight rooms (2)? Did we double count 
the hangers both for maintenace and training facilities? Did we count the hangers on the south ramp that 
are resewed for LSI and Kelly AFB as maintenace hangers available to the flying mission? 

2. In the BomberIFighter track, Pensacola. Meridian, and Kingsville are credited with a total airspace of 
314,853. Is this in square nautical miles? The three Air Force bases reporting the largest area of airspace 
are Randolph, Laughlin and Columbus for a total of 180,565. Are they the same units? What percentage 
or number of square miles of the Navy airspace is over the Gulf of Mexico? 

3. Randolph AFB is credited with 948 family housing units. Laughlin has 654. Randolph has 
approximately 5607 military personnel assigned while Laughlin has 1326. The same general precentages 
are true for UEQs and BOQs. In all cases, Laughlin offers a greater opportunity for their personnel to be 
placed in a house, UEQ or BOQ. Yet, on the quality of life rating for these factors Randolph scores 7.3 
while Laughlin scores 6.5. Why? Laughlin also does better in the child care center. 

4. Sheppard is credited with 8074 UEQ rooms white Vance has only 442. Sheppard has over 8000 
military personnel assigned and in addition to a flying training mission is a large Air Force Technical Training 
Center. Vance is solely a flying training base and is almost entirely under civilian contract. There are only 
about 831 military personnel assigned to Vance and they are primarily officers. There are many, many 
more UEQ rooms than personnel. The same analogy applies to family housing and BOQs. Sheppard 
scores 9.0 on quality of life issues while Vance scores only 6.3. Please explain why raw numbers of rooms 
etc. is more important in quality of life than providing people a greater opportunity to receive same. Is It 
appropriate to count UEQ rooms and the like which serve a different mission as part of that which serves 
the flying training mission? 

5. The analysis explains that weather is a greater factor in primary training than in other tracks -- BFT for 
example. Weather is more heavily weighted in primary than BFT. Air Force statistics show that we lose 
more sorties in the T-38 (BFT) than in the T-37 (Primary). Your analysis shows the same if I am correct in 
assuming that (%sortiesCXURESCHD) is weather attrition as normally reported by A n C .  Why does 
Pensacola and Kingsville only show 9% and 10% weather attrition (%sorties CXIRESCHD) while all the 
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other bases report values from 15% to 27%? Are my assumptions correct? The weather planning factor 5- 
2O0I0, 1 assume is what we use in the scheduling process to account for anticipated weather losses. Am I 
correct? If my assumptions here are correct why then do we use a larger planning factor for weather losses 
in BFT yet turn around and give heavier weighting to weather losses in primary? If we say there are more 
problems with weather in primary and expect bigger losses should? we plan for it? 

6.  What criteria was used in selecting number of MTRs available? Number within a specific nautical mile 
radius? Was any consideration given to the number of other Air Force, Navy, Guard or Reserve units who 
also use the same MTRs? 

7. The single largest factor in scoring Airspace was the amount which I again assume is in square miles. 
Was any consideration given to the amount required? If an installation could easily request and receive 
more airspace was this accounted for? 
Why is total amount of airspace more important than unencumbered airspace that is close to the home 
field and unpressured by other sources as airlines, general aviation and population centers. 

8. Why was there no mention of flight safety within the analysis? 

I would be happy to receive your reply either telephonically by your slaff, Dan Gardner for example, by fax, 
or by mail. I do request a prompt reply so as to be adequately prepared by the first week of June. Thank 
you for your time. 

Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret. 
Del Rio Military Affairs Association 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 

Ph. 210-492-1932 
Fax 2 10-494-0747 
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March 30, 1995 

Merrill Beyer 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington. VA 22209 

Dear Merrill, 

I enjoyed talking to you on the phone recently and hope that my remarks will 
be helpful as you wrestle with the problems of base closure. As  I explained to 
you, I spent virtually my entire Air Force career in the pilot training business 
to include serving as the wing commander at Laughlin AFB and twice as the 
Air Training Command Inspector General. 

I have enclosed a hard copy of the briefing which I prepared for the Del Rio 
Military Affairs Association which highlights why Laughlin AFB is the most 
cost effective and productive of the Air Force pilot training bases. I ~ ~ o u l d  
further add that in my opinion Laughlm is the best training base within DOD 
when there is no requirement to be near open water -- primary training for 
example-The Navy may need to train near the sea at some time. but definitely 
not during primary training. Being near the sea is e-xpenslve. The weather is 
not nearly as good, there is the threa~ of hui?icaxs. slnd pro,\ilmty to sali 
water is ve7,- coA~3sive to &rcr&. 

Since I talked to you last, 1 have obtained a cop>- of tne L-PT Joint Cross- 
Service Group's analysis. Thev considered a lot of things and my main 
objections deal with how various factors were weighted. Obviously people have 
different opinions but I would think that most who know the pilot training 
business as evidenced by the testimonial letters that I have enclosed would 
agree on the importance of weather and airspace. Nothing drives the pilot 
training business more than weather. It more than ananything will drive your 
costs to produce pilots more than any other factor. Airspace likewise is 
critical. You want it close to the home field and you don't want to share it 
with others. You also don't want other air traflic near your areas so that if an 
inexperienced student strays the potential for accidents is increased. I would 
also be concerned about encroachment around my airfields. We don't need 
hundreds of missions a day flying over schools, residences, businesses or the 
obstructions to U h t .  A lzge portion of my reasoning in choosing these as 
primary factors is simply because these are areas over which the services have 
no control. Give up the base with the best weather and you've lost. If other 
factors like runway length, number of housing units. condition of taxi ways 



and the like are a problem - -  they can be fixed. You can't fur weather and you 
can't generally fix airspace. You better hold on to the best you got and fix the 
other things if they are a problem. Perhaps the biggest concern in this area is 
flight safety. The analysis never mentions it. Good weather is safe, 
especially In pilot training where students must learn to walk before they run. 
Wide open spaces mean few ancraft. fewer people, and fewer population 
centers. If an aircraft goes down, we'd like to make sure that it is in an  
unpopulated area. I'd also hate to explain to the American public why an 
errant student pilot hit an airliner when we can better place that student and 
airline passengers out of harm'? way. AU of these things point to Laughlin. 
Obviously, Laughlin has some drawbacks. Being isolated which enhances 
safety creates some problems in quality of life for people and accessibility to 
other airfields but again we can improve these areas. I conducted a little 
analysis of my own using the four UPT bases and Randolph looking a t  weather. 
airspace and encroachment. 

RELATIVE RANKING 
ESAF FLIGXT TRAINING BASES 

DATA FROM JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP ANALYSIS 

ENCROACHMENT 

TR4CK LAUGHLI?; COLUMBCS VAYCE RkhDOLPH REESE 



Overall it is easy to see that Laughlm ranks number 1 more than anyone else. 
In fact the only time they get beat is by Randolph in airspace. That is because 
the cross-service working group gave a heavy weight to the amount of airspace 
a base has presently. Laughlin doesn't need it and never has because what 
they have is close in, efficient, and not shared with anyone else. Using DOD 
numbers it is 65.2 miles to the average Randolph area and 31.5 miles to the 
average Laughlin area. Since you have to fly out and back that is 67.4 miles 
more in transit a t  Randolph versus Laughlin. At 300 knots that is 13 1 / 2  
minutes per sortie of non-productive training time and gas. An entire T-38 
mission is only about 78 minutes so 17% of the mission is more unproductive 
at  Randolph vs. Laughlin. Thanks, I'll take Laughlin. No other UPT base is 
closer to their airspace. 

The majority of the factors that the group considered has some merit but it is 
minor next to what I have outlined. Bachelor enlisted quarters - who 
cares.Our UPT bases have contract or civil service maintenance. The 
requirement is nil and all the bases have more than they need. No auxdmy 
field without an  instrument approach - who cares. You want one then buy a 
small MLS, you can due it for thousands. Peanuts next to what you save on 
weather cancellations and fuel wasted traveling to and from areas. 

Here are some questions about rhe analysis that I think require further 
scmfin~': 

I T~CQT- ri_iri rhe  -Az F O T Z ~  ?2?e calculzte5 values f ran  the ZII~-\-S~S and 
average the& to -ve at an overall rating7 This says that panel navigation 
training is as important as primary pilot training etc. More students attend 
p A i m q -  than anything else and the dollars spent are by far the highest. 
should be weighted. If it costs the most to run primary pilot training then we 
should rate the base where it is best done even higher. 

2. Randolph is the best USAF base for fighter bomber training The T- 
38 is the aircraft and the aircraft is restricted from multiple night patterns at  
Randolph due to bats. Will we eliminate the night flying requirements from 
the svllabus? How about the high school under the t r a c  pattern on runway 
l l R  &d San Antonio International within a few miles. Safe for heavy student 
training-, 

3. Primary training scores well a t  Laughlin due to the recognition that 
Laughlin has the best weather and weather is weighted heavier for primaxy. It 
is a matter of record that the T-37 loses fewer sorties to weather than the T-38 
within AETC. Since that's true shouldn't more weight be added to the 
Bomber/ Fighter track? 



- - - 

4. Scores within the quality of life area are suspect. Bases like 
Randolph, Pensacola, and Sheppard score high based on the number of BOQ. 
BEQ . and family housing units on the base. The implication is that these are 
available to the flying mission - not true. Randolph for example has lots of 
other missions which they must house as  well. Weight the facilities on what is 
available to the flying mission. A second lieutenant and his wife will find it a 
lot easier to get a house at Laughlin than Randolph. Guaranteed!!! 

5. Has anyone noticed that Columbus AFB is between two of the largest 
airline hubs in the country - Memphis and Atlanta? Check the Columbus 
airspace in about 10 - 15 years. 

minantly weather and efficient airspace. 
d controllable. To quote Major General Pat 
Wing Commander and ATC Vice Commander, "As 

a former commander of a pilot training wing and vice-commander of the Air 
Training Command, I can attest that the two most important factors in 
producing quality military pilots in a safe and productive environment are good 
flying weather and a large area of unencumbered airspace. When considering 
these two most important factors among the current Undergraduate Pilot 
Training (UPT) bases, Laughlin AFB is my choice as the most productive 
location a t  the best price to the American taxpayer. It is a matter of record 
that t l e  Laughh operation accounts for fewer additional review rides (reducee 
cost) because of weather aborts and limits on available airspace." I rest my 

142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
210-492-1932 
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April 24, 1995 

General J. B. Davis 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear General Davis, 

It was a pleasure seeing you again at the Dallas Regional Hearing after so 
many years. I wanted to discuss the contents of this letter with you then, but I 
realized that with your press for time, it might be best expressed in a letter. I 
appreciate your time. 

I represent the Military Affairs Association of Del Rio, Texas and have been 
looking out for their interests in the current round of base closures. While I 
am reasonably certain that Laughlin AFB will not close I am embarrassed for 
the United States Air Force. How did we ever participate in a Joint Cross- 
Service Group process on Undergraduate Pilot Training that produced the 
following results: 

BASE AVERAGE SCORE 

Kingsville 
Pensacola 
whiting 
Meridian 
Columbus 
Corpus 
Vance 
S heppard 
Randolph 
Laughlin 
Reese 

I may not be an expert in Navy pilot training but I do feel that I qualify as an 
Air Force expert. I spent virtually my entire career in the Air Training 
Command. I have been an instructor pilot in UPT, PIT, and UNT. I have been a 
section commander, operations officer, squadron commander, wing commander 

'9'5 AVENGE F DEL 71C. TEXAS 78840 



and served twice as the command's inspector general. Any study that arrives at 
the conclusions above has to be seriously flawed. Take Laughlin AFB as  an 
example. Anyone and everyone I know that understands the Air Force pilot 
training business will tell you that Laughlin is the best. The BRAC staff has 
testimonial letters from 27 retired senior members of the Air Training 
Command, most of whom you personally know, who support Laughlin. These 
officers represent the command leadership for the past quarter century. Names 
like Bob Oaks, Andy Iosue, Bennie Davis, John Roberts, Chick Cleveland, Bill 
Acker, Pat Smothermon, Chris Divich, and L a n y  Dillingham to name a few. 
Seven of these officers also served as Wing Commander at UPT bases other 
than Laughlin. In 199 1, the BRAC rated all of the Air Force Bases and picked 
Laughlin as the best. Just recently ECI Inc., a consultant firm for the 
Corpus/Kingsville community selected Laughlin as the best of the Air Force 
bases. Laughlin would have been number 1 among all the bases had not one of 
the criteria been proximity to salt water. At the recent regional hearing, once 
again, Laughlin came out number 1 when the Lubbock task force put their spin 
on the DOD analysis. 

There are a multitude of flaws in the cross-service analysis. To begin with, the 
analysis derived a score for each of the various flying training programs and 
then averaged them to rank order the bases. In essence that makes each 
program of equal weight without regard to the numbers of students assigned to 
each program or the dollars expended. If they wanted to do this then the 
programs should have been weighted. Primary pilot training, for example, 
trains the most and at  the highest cost so the base which scored the best for 
primary should receive a higher weighted score. 

Weather throughout the analysis was under rated. Out of 1000 pints  weather 
received from a high of 150 for flight screening to a low of 70 for panel 
navigation. Anyone ever associated with pilot training will tell you that 
weather drives the traln. Nobody likes to fly on Saturdays and no wing 
commander likes to pay contract maintenance extra dollars. The training costs 
and student training continuity rest heaviest on weather. If this wasn't true 
why did we put our bases in the south and more heavily in the southwest? 
Pensacola number 2?? How about the weather along the gulf coast? Good for 
pilot training The Navy may need to have some of its training near salt water 
but not much. Years ago when the Air Force had UPT at Tyndall, we quickly 
took it out of there and junked all the airplanes because of salt water 
corrosion. I also think that at least once in every 20 years or so a hurricane 
will visit. Add that to the cost. 

Airspace received the most points with the amount of airspace presently being 



used being by far the biggest factor. The Navy claimed, it seems, most of the 
Gulf of Mexico. Primarily for this reason the Nacy bases scored high but 
definitely not for weather. Who wants to train pilots over water unless it is 
absolutely essential? You need a helicopter search and rescue function -cost. 
Every student must &st receive water sunrival training including those that 
will eventually be eliminated -cost. You must wear water wings on each flight 
and life support must buy and maintain them -cost. If an aircraft goes down 
and/or there is an ejection there is the additional risk of drowning -cost. The 
mishap board will love trying to recover the aircraft to conduct their 
investigation. During my less than two years as the wing commander at 
Laughlin. I had three aircraft go down in the local area. It was tough telling 
two wives that their husbands wouldn't be back but if it had been over water I 
think I might have had to talk to six wives. Airspace is important but it is not 
the amount, it is the efficiency. Laughlin never needed more. It was close to 
the base and unused and unwanted by anyone else. We could always have 
gotten more. Having the airspace in close proximity to the home field saves 
valuable training time. 

Encroachment received only 50 points out of 1000. Randolph, for example, 
receives little penalty for having a high school under the runway and Universal 
city in dangerous proximity. Nor is any mention made of the problems with 
San Antonio International. 

There are a multitude of other factors. Unaccompanied enlisted quarters for 
example. Sheppard did well with 8075 rooms and Laughlin only had 400. 
With civil service aircraft maintenance and other contract functions, they don't 
need more. Randolph scored high on f- housing with 948 units while 
Laughlin had 654. Will we put second lieutenants on the main circle at 
Randolph? He or she has a much, much better chance for a house at 
Laughlin. If we are going to count such items then we should count those 
items available to the flying training mission not to a tech training center or to 
a headquarters. 

No consideration or mention was given to safety. This in my view is what 
favors Laughlin. There are no airliners anywhere near the local area. There is 
no air service to Del Rio. Students can fly and when they stray and make 
mistakes, we are much more confident it will not create a disaster. In Del Rio 
there is no encroachment and the dangers to population centers is nil. There 
isn't much out there. Laughlin with the best weather enhances safety. When 
we fall behind the time line, commanders have a tendency to push and the 
potential for trouble is there. I often hear people say that you need some bad 
weather to season the pilots. No thanks. These are kids starting out and they 
can season down the line. I didn't teach my children to drive on the beltway at 



i guess my i'md thought would be this. There are three main considerations 
when evaluating a pilot training base. The three are good flying weather, 
unencumbered and efficient airspace, and no encroachment on the airfield. 
These three factors cannot be bought. Everything else we can buy. If you need 
more awdliary fields, we can buy the land and build them. We can lengthen 
runways, and we can add additional landing systems. More UEQ, BOQ and 
family housing can be built. We should never sacrifice those things over which 
we have no control and in the long run produce higher costs and a less safer 
flying environment. 

I know this has been rather long and rambling but I feel very strongly about it. 
The Navy bases are not better than the Air Force bases. Common sense will tell 
you that and you can also visit and compare. In addition, Laughlin is the best 
in DOD. Anyone who has been associated with UPT will tell you that.. God 
forbid we should ever lose it. Thanks sir. I don't envy you your task but I know 
they picked a good one. 

. 
Alberta. Gagliardi, Jr. 
Brig. Gen., USAF, Ret. 
1 42 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
AIR KDUCAnOH A N D  TRCINtNO COMNCNO 

General Henry Viccellio, Jr. 
AETCICC 
1 F Street. Suite 
Randolph AFB, TX 781 50-4324 

5 April 1995 

Honorable Larry Combest 
House of Representatives 
Washing ton DC 205 15-0001 

Dear Mr Combest 

Thanks for your letter of March 31st. As we indicated during our recent visit 
to Washington, we will make every effort to respond to your concerns regarding the 
Secretary of Defense's recommendation ta close Reese AFB. We unders tand the 
importance of these decisions, and are committed to responding to your concerns. 
We are determrned that, whlte the outcome of some of these issues may indeed be 
that we agree to disagree, we will proceed in a m a n n e r  that preserves t h e  
friendship and strong support of the Lubbock community. 

To address the concerns  expressed about airspace calculations, both in your 
letter and during our Washington meeting, we reassembled the Air Force officers 
who panicrpated rn the original BRAC calculations for Reese and Vance. I need to 
emphasize that the method of calculating the airspace that was used for the Joint 
Cross-Servrce Group functional values was developed jointly. This is consistent 
wrth the Secretary of Defense's establishment of joint groups in areas with cross- 
service potential. The Air Force was and remains conlmitted to supporting this joint 
effort. As a result, we are bound to follow the method established by the Joint 
Group. 

From my viewpoint, however, use of "available" airspace is valid and , 
rmportant. For the last three years, we've been operating at the lowest pilot treining 
tempo since 1938, due to our rapid post-Cold War drawdown. We plan to ramp 
back up to training levels that sustain our Air Force pilot requirements by the turn 
of the century. This tneans we'll be flying about two and one-half tirnes today's 
rate! Our calculations show that, while we can achieve this with one less UPT 
base, each remaining base will be exploiting its infrastructure, including airspace, 
to a much greater degree than today. We will be using most, if not all. available 
airspace at all bases on a daily basis. 



Given these constraints, we reaccornplished, in what your staff termed a 
"horizontal" effort, the calculations for airspace rneasuremenf, using standard 
methods. While the airspace totals for both Reese and Vance changed, their 
relative positions did not. Our worksheets for this most recent "horizontal" effort 
have been provided to Don Feld. 

With regard to your observations about weather attrition, I must defer to the 
Cross-Service Group's joint determination. While I agree .that attrition is an 
ewience-based factor which reflects the c u s d r  
overcane {or costs to be borne) in executing a hlgh-tempo flying operation, other - 
factors play as well. As fp_r the weight grven to this factor, I can onty say that o very --- .__- 
seasoned group _ of _ flying _ _ _  tra~ning experts from __ two Services _---.-- detern~in-ed that ,wLe?ght 
as P a r t m a l a n c e d  evaluation Involving a far* * = b e ~  of diverse factors. 

- _ _ _ _  __ -_ _ - -- --  - -- --- 

As for your observations on base housing, no one disputes the fact that 
Reese has had some of rts housing undergo the whole-house upgrade, while Vance 
has yet to do so. 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 only 
these two bases. One additional observation: since the decision to proceed with 
whole-house upgrade at Reese before Vance was made before my AETC tenure. 
1 can't speak authoritatively, but the condition of Vance's housing may well have 
been a factor. It has been well maintained, and has received four consecutive 
"outstanding" ratlngs from our Command Inspector General. 

We recogiiize that Lubbock Is justifiably proud of its cost-of-living ranking 
among America's cities. Your suggestion, however, that we u s e  that as a factor in, 
or the basis for our off-base housing evaluations is flawed in that we are not 
comparing off-base housrng situatrons nationwide, but rather among five UPT 
bases. Our housing survey program has been in exhence for some time, giving 
u s  very accurate  data o n  cost and suitability that's used both by the Air Force for 
our housing programs and by DoD and Congress for variable housing aflowance 
caicutations. This data focuses precisely on the question at hand,..the availability, 
suitability, and cost to o u r  uniformed personnel of the housing at a specific location. 
Cornparing that data as it appiies to the five bases in question gave us the focused 
Insights that led to our ratings. 

At the request of the BRAG Commission, the Air Force Base Closure 
Executive Group is preparing a response to the concerns and issues raised in the 
Lubbock Consultant's Prelimrnary Review. As indicated, we will provide the 
Lubbock folks a copy of that response once completed, which should be no later 
than early next week. 



Once again, let me say how much we appreciate the strong support of the 
Lubbock community for our people at Reese ae well as across the Air Force. 
Coming to any recommendation to close one of our five fine bases, each of which 
is supported in first-class fashion by a strong community, was not and never will be 
a pleasant task. We welcome the review of the recommendation as an important 
pard of t h e  BRAG process. and will cooperate h any essislsnce you request. 

Respectfully 

b~ 
HENRY VICCELLIO, J R .  
General, USAF 
Commander 
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Menill Beyer 
Lt. Col., USAF 
Defense Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission 
1700 N. Moore St., Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Merrill, 

I have enclosed for you a short one-man critique of the Joint Group and USAF 
analyses of UPT. If you have the time, please look it over and see if there are 
any glowing errors in your mind. 1 have sent a copy to Lt. Gen. Boles at AETC 
for his staffs review, since he will be present at Laughlin for my presentation. 
Much of my defense of Laughlin will follow the thoughts in the critique. 

I appreciate all you have done in the BRAC assessment of UPT. You got it 
exactly right-Laughlin is the best we have. I just feel sorry for the folks in Del 
Rio having to go through this exercise and spend a lot of money which a very 
poor community could spend elsewhere. Thanks for having the integrity to do 
the job right. 

I look forward to seeing you in Texas. 

S cerely, k - - 
3 

Albert A. Gagliardi, Jr. 
142 18 Bold Ruler 
San Antonio, TX 78248 
2 10-492- 1932 



Joint Cross-Service 
' Working Group 
and USAF Analyses 

of 
Undergraduate Pilot Training 

A CRITIQUE 

Albert A. Gagliardi, Jr. 
Brigadier General, USAF, Ret. 

Del Rio Military Affairs Association 
1915 Ave. F 

Del Rio, TX 78840 



RAL COM ENTS 

Little consideration in either the Joint Cross-Service Group or Air Force Analyses 
seems to focus on flight safety. When a disaster occurs we always ask why didn't we 
see it coming? In the pilot training business which is inherently risky, the problems 
which could lead to a disaster come from poor weather, overcrowded skies and 
population centers or encroachment on the ground. We don't teach our children to 
drive automobiles on crowded freeways for safety reasons. We should teach our 
student pilots to fly in uncrowded skies and free as much as possible from risk to the 
student, an airline passenger, general aviation buff, and citizens on the ground. Only 
one base fits that criteria to a tee -- Laughlin. Why didn't we ask the FAA about their 
opinion as to overall air safety and where they feel pilot training is best accomplished 
for all concerned? 

If one takes the Joint Cross-Service Working Group Analysis and averages the three 
scores for the three tracks flown in USAF UPT, the result is that Randolph AFB is the 
best place to do UPT. In any case, it is rated higher than Laughlin. That is out of touch 
with reality. Ask Houston Center for their opinion. I did. Their reaction - Laughlin is 
the perfect place for UPT. Randolph has only two runways and they both direct the 
final turn back into the base housing area. The Randolph high school and much of 
Universal City is under the traffic pattern. San Antonio International is within about 15 
miles and the air traffic there is growing and will continue to grow. Light airplanes fly I- 
10 and 1-35 to get from San Antonio to Houston and Austin -right off the ends of 
runways 14 and 32. The airspace is relatively removed from the home field generating 
wasted training time. The weather is not as good as that found further west in Del Rio. 
Do we really want primary solo students flying around Randolph? We know the 
answer to that question is no, but who even decided to consider Randolph as a UPT 
base. Not me. When it ranks at or near the top after the analysis, it looks silly and 
totally discredits the analysis that placed it there. Randolph received the highest 
score among the Air Force bases to conduct fighterlbomber training. The aircraft for 
that track is the T-38 which we still plan on flying for 25 more years with an upcoming 
multi-million dollar avionics upgrade. Did anyone of the people doing the study know 
that we don't do multiple night landings at Randolph because of the problem with bat 
ingestion into the J-85 engine? Would we not conduct night flying? Once again, I 
realize that no one plans on using Randolph as a UPT base but when we include it 
and say it is the best, the USAF looks rather bad. I have received unsolicited a paper 
from citizens in Seguin who are opposed to fighter type aircraft at Randolph. I don't 
think you'd ever see the like in Del Rio. The author makes three points with regard to 
flight safety: 

1. Disaster potentials are determined by the USAF after they happen 
2. Randolph jet fighters train too close to civilians for a safe accident potential 
3. Relocating to a remote site lowers the chance for a major civilain disaster 

I think it is interesting how perceptive they are. Here they are saying move heavy flight 



operations to wide open areas like Laughlin and the USAF analysis says it's better 
done at Randolph. I think the folks inSeguin have a better view of the big picture. 
When I visited the Pentagon with a group of Del Rio citizens, I presented to Mr. Jim 
Boatright, AF Installations, a copy of 27 letters from retired senior officers, people like 
Generals Bob Oaks, Andy losue, Bennie Davis,John Roberts, Pat Smothermon, Chris 
Divich and the like. All testifed that Laughlin was the best UPT base. Mr. Boatright 
said that the letters meant nothing because the analysis would show the best base. 
As I said, if I average the three track scores in USAF UPT that base is Randolph. I 
cannot accept that!! The analysis shows nothing. 

Consider the following rank order which was derived by averaging the flying training 
mission ratings in the same way that the USAF did with the mission ratings for their 
bases. 

1. Kingsville 6. Corpus 
2. Pensacola 7. Vance 
3. Whiting 8. Sheppard 
4. Meridian 9. Randolph 
5. Columbus 10. Laughlin 

1 1. Reese 

I will readily admit that I am not a Navy pilot training expert although I do consider 
myself an Air Force expert. I do realize that the best pilot training bases are derived 
from good weather, unencumbered airspace, and being free from population centers. 
Given the gulf coast weather, relatively heavy airline and general aviation traffic along 
the coast line and growing population centers why does the Navy rate so high? 
Shouldn't we consider additional costs associated with coastal operations -corrosion, 
search and rescue requirements, water survival training requirements, life support 
equipment, risk of drowning and salvage costs after mishaps? The Navy has 
requirements to train over water but not in the early stages of UPT-primary specifically. 
The cost of doing primary at a Navy base far outweighs the cost at an Air Force base 
and it is safer for the student inland. I postulate that primary pilot training for all of DOD 
could be done at Laughlin at significantly lower costs to the American taxpayer and at 
significant lower risk to the entire U.S. military and civil aviation community as well as 
citizens on the ground. 

When the Air Force did its analysis they took the flying training mission ratings, which 
are suspect, and then averaged them to derive a score for each Air Force base. 
If we are going to average scores of the various flying training programs they should 
we weighted averages. We have generally over twice the instructors, students and 
aircraft assigned to primary pilot training. It is the most expensive flight training 
program,but the USAF weighs it the same as Panel Navigation a much cheaper 
program. That is not good logic or a sound analytical method. 

Not enough weight was given to Airspace, Weather and Encroachment by the Joint 
Group and the results were just accepted by the USAF. The highest percentage was 



47% of the score in Flight Screening. These are the three items money cannot buy. If 
we need hangars, aux fields, longer runways etc., we can buy them. Protect those 
things you can't control. There will never be an airspace problem in Del Rio. Can we 
say that about any other flying training base? The weather at Laughlin is 
acknowledged as the best. It won't change in lifetimes to come. There is no 
community buildup near the home field or auxiliary field. When the BRAC staff did 
their analysis they realized this and gave Airspace, Weather and Encroachment 70% 
of the pie. Logical! 



WEATHER ATTRITION 

BASE 

LAUGHLIN 
VANCE 
COLUMBUS 
REESE 
RANDOLPH 
CORPUS 
KINGSVILLE 
PENSACOLA 

LAUGHLIN 
VANCE 
COLUMBUS 
REESE 
RANDOLPH 
CORPUS 
KlNGSVlLLE 
PENSACOLA 

1993 1995 PLANNING 
T-37 T-38 PRIMARY FACTOR 

PANEL 
NAV 

18.0 
23.3 
22.9 
19.8 
15.0 
9 .O 

10.0 
9.0 

1. Quote from 1993 Data Call on Reese AFB, "Weather attrition (high winds in the spring and 
highpressure altitude in the summer) is the highest of any UPT base" 1993 data which is 10 year 
averages supports statement while 1995 is underreported. 1995 reported planning factor supports that 
about 270h is correct attrition for Reese. 
2. Randolph 15% attrition is based on PIT not UPT. No adjustment for solo students. 
3. Do we really believe that Kingsville and Pensacola can do primary pilot training at 9 & 10 % attrition while 
all the other bases report 18% and higher? 
4. Does the Air Force expect that Panel Navigation training flown in a Boeing 737 (T-43) by experienced 
pilots will incur the same attrition as Primary Pilot Training with solo students? See data. The Navy 
adjusted Corpus why didn't the Air Force adjust their bases. What is even more illogical is that Vance, 
Reese, and Randolph all report even higher planning factorsfor Panel Nav than Primary. 
5. The Navy reports much lower attrition throughout. Is the coast that much better than the desert 
in terms of flying weather? 
6. Air Force uses UPTIPIT attrition in all tracks, primary. fighterlbomberl strkladv etc. , Navy varies 
and in general is much lower. Again given the acknowledged inferior flying weather along the 
coast, why should these numbers not have been questioned by study groups? 



AIRSPACE 

What is magic about the more the better. That is how we rate airspace. It would seem 
that if a base has enough and if it's free from encroachment by others that should 
count for something. Moreover, it's distance from the home field and the efficiency that 
it brings to the training mission that is of far more importance than just a lot of 
airspace. Also,in Laughlin's case if they wanted more cubic miles they could get them. 
In the fighterfbomber case Pensacola claims 135,531 cubic miles, Kingsville136,737 
while Vance and Reese report 35,644 and 30,958. If they can do the job in less 
airspace why should they be penalized? Another important factor about airspace is 
being off the beaten path. There is no air service to the Laughlin area. Airliners 
probably never get closer that 100 nautical miles in any direction. There are virtually 
no population centers in the bottom of that airspace, an important factor when aircraft 
go down which they will. Unencumbered airspace is the best life insurance policy that 
we can provide to a solo student. 

MTRs 

Again the more the better. Why? In the primary track for example Vance reports 32 
within 100 NM, Whiting 21 and Laughlin 10. Does Laughlin have enough? Of 
course.Why should they be given fewer points. In fact, when there are that many 
MTRs within 100 NM we should ask who else uses them and doesn't that suggest 
congestion of air traffic? 

Other Primary Fields 

Points are given for other airfields within 30 NM capable of supporting primary, 
fighterhomber and other flying training missions. Why? Do we need them? These 
are not, I think, auxiliary fields as they have their own category. I don't want other 
fields within 30 miles of my base if I train primary students. Congestion, mid-air 
potential etc. We can fly out and backs to obtain instrument approaches and strange 
field landings but bases within 30 miles seems risky. Why give points for this? 

Adequate Training Facilities 

Another how much is enough. What are we counting? If Vance and Meridian can 
adequately train in 26652 sq ft and 20385 of training facility space respectively why 
does Pensacola and Randolph report need 184,423 and 135,526. A I little more 
might help Vance and Meridian but to compare to another base doing supposedly the 
same mission with 6 to 9 times the space seems excessive. Are they counting space 
used by other training programs that would have to be moved to free the space up for 



that mission track? If more is better, shouldn't we undertake programs to build more in 
spite of need? 

ENCROACHMENT 

In the Joint Group Analysis, Randolph scores 5.0 and Pensacola 4.2. The BRAC staff 
gave Randolph zero (0) points out of 10. If the 5.0 and 4.2 are correct that's scary. I 
know how congested it is around Randolph. Pensacola, with more encroachment, still 
had the second best scores for a pilot training base. That seems out of touch with 
reality. Where does safety play for those in the air and on the ground? Laughlin 
received a perfect score of 10 from the BRAC staff. 



LEVEL OF MAINTENANCE OPERATIONS 

Incorrectly reported. Reese and Columbus are given credit for Depot level operations 
while the others are scored as Intermediate level. All UPT bases are the same. There 
may be some confusion over the fact that T-37s and T-38s have no Programmed 
Depot Maintenance (PDM) but in any case the bases do the same work on their 
aircraft. If I am wrong I'd like somebody to tell me as I have talked to former ATCLG 
people and a former Kelly commander and they all agree with me. 

HANGAR SPACE 

Another how much do you need. Corpus reports 1,854,292 square feet. Wow! They 
score 9.9. Laughlin reports 151,346 they score 4.7. The total for 6 Air Force bases is 
just over one million. Corpus counted the Army Helicopter Repair Depot. Is that 
available to pilot training at no cost? Do we need over 12 times the hangar space at 
Corpus compared to Laughlin who still gets the job done. Randolph reports LSI and 
hangers which Kelly uses. They support UPT not just Randolph. Share the wealth. 
Sheppard reports hangar space from tech training. Was there any thought of 
efficiency? The logic throughout the DOD analysis favors large bases with multiple 
missions and lots of buildings, airspace, runways etc..We count them all, give them 
points, and never assess a cost to moving the other missions or saying you donnt need 
that much and are inefficient if you do. Another reason that the Navy scores so high is 
that they report approximately three times the hanger space at five fields compared to 
that reported by the Air Force at six fields. Efficiency? 



Services 

One area of the Cross-Service Training Group Analysis dealt with Services, basically 
number of units of military housing, BOQs and UEQs. The rationale was that "quality of 
life plays a significant role in determining installation compatibility with the training 
mission." I agree. However all the analysis did was count the number of units 
available without regard to the number of people assigned to the base and personnel 
assigned to other than the training mission. 

Some of the scores assigned: 
Sheppard ----- ------ 9.2 
Pensacola --------- 8.1 
C O ~ U ~ ~ U S  --------- 7.2 
Randolph ---------- 7.7 
Laughlin -------- --- 6.6 
Vance ------ -------- 6.3 
Reese ---- ---------- 5.9 

Consider the last four Air Force bases: 

Base Military Personnel UEQs BOQs Mil Housing 

Randolph 5607 521 558 948 
Laughlin 1326 400 222 654 
Vance 831 442 247 230 
Reese 1350 462 152 400 

Anyone can see that the opportunity for military people to receive quarters on base is 
greater at Laughlin, Vance and Reese yet they score lower.. Later on in the Air Force 
Analysis color coding is assigned to On Base Housing. See Department of the Air 
Force Analyses and Recommendations -Volume V -Appendix 1 1 6. 

Columbus -- Yellow + 
Laughlin --- Green- 
Randolph -- Red 
Reese ------ Green 
Vance ------- Green 

Since the numerical data above was used in the Flying Training Mission ratings 
assigned in Volume V -Appendix 11 5, we have the interesting anamoly that the three 
rated lowest by the Joint Group -Laughlin, Vance and Reese are now green while 
Randolph and Columbus which were the top point getters are now red and yellow+ 
respectively. Completely reversed in the same USAF analysis. Explanation?? 



The most amazing is Sheppard scoring highest with 8034 UEQ rooms. I hope they 
have a lot, it is a big technical training center. What does that have to do with pilot 
training? Using the logic of the more the better, Vance, with empty rooms, should build 
more to score better as a UPT base. Again big bases with multiple missions and large 
numbers of personnel score highest because no one bothered to factor in that their 
were more people as well. 

To further highlight some of the illogical aspects of the Joint Group Analysis, the 
services area in the flying mission rating for Panel Navigator is 8%of the total 
installation score. Weather, where we report 23.3 % cancellations is only given 7%. 
The analysis says we lose one in about every four missions and it's only 7% of the 
point total? The mission is flying !! Of course, we would never have 23.3% attrition 
and weather should be weighted more but why did all these inconsistencies get 
through? Why didnut somebody say "You won't lose 23.3% at Vance flying T-43s with 
rated and experienced pilots using weather radar and capable of flying state of the art 
coupled instrument approaches." ? These same things occur in virtually every flying 
mission area -primary, fighteribomber, etc.. Who reviewed the analyses???? 
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DOD Joint Cross-Service 
Working Group Analysis 

1. Flight Safety 
2. Reality 

-- Randolph 
-- Navy and Air Force 
-- Weather Attrition 
-- Hangers 
-- AirspaceIMTRs 
-- Family Housing, BEQs, & BOQs 
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DOD Joint Cross-Service 
Working Group Analysis 

3. Flying Training Mission Ratings 

4. Mission Factor Weightings 
-- Weather 
-- Airspace 
-- Encroachment 
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ILITARY VALUE 
"It should be noted that in an intensive flying 

insigni 
USAF Data Call, 1991 
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ILITARY VALUE 

"Of all the factors influencing flying training, 
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EATHER ATTRITION 

REESE 27.1 27.0 

10 year averages, USAF Data Call, 1993 
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AIRSPACE COMMENTS 

LAUGHLIN 

ouston Center, the 
several f l w s  generated at Laughlin are almost 
flawless. (Blue Air) 

MAJCOM/Wing inputs 
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SENIOR OFFICER 
TESTIMONIALS 

"There is no better place to train military pilots than 
Laughlin AFB." 

6 Inspector Generals 
1 Deputy Chief of Staff, Logistics 
7 Wing Commanders 

(Vance, Reese, Sheppard, Columbus) 
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ilitary Base Expenditures 
Total 

~ a u ~ h l i l v e r d e  $144,713 24.22% 

Randolph APB Bexar $574,637 2.05% 

Reese AFB Lubbock $170,146 3.35% 

Source: Texas Dept. of Commerce Office of Economic Transition 
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ilitary Base Employment 
Direct 

Indirect Base 

~ a u ~ h l i c v e r d e  3,747 21.66% 

Randolph AFB Bexar 15,365 2.43 % 

Reese AFB Lubbock 3,160 2.79% 

Source: Texas Dept. of Commerce Office of Economic Transition 
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Economic Impact 

1995 USAF Analysis 
Per Capita 

Base Income Unemployment 

Columbus 
Laughlin 

Randolph 

Reese 

Vance 
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Economic Impact 
1995 USAP Analysis 

Area 
Base Employment Job loss Percent 

Columbus 48,953 

Laughlin 16,109 

Randolph 730,857 

Reese 132,010 2,702 2.0 

Vance 32,341 3,028 9.4 
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South Texas 

Military Facilities Task Force - 
ECI Consultants, Inc. 

Kingsville 
Laughlin 
Corpus 
Sheppard 
Columbus 
Randolph 
Vance 
Meridian 
Pensacola 
Reese 
Whiting 

Salt Water W/O Salt Water 
39 
38 - 
38 
38 
36 
34 
32 
30 
29 
28 
26 
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1995 UPT Analysis 
BRAC Staff 

Revised Weighting of Measures of Merit 

I I1 

Laughlin 
- 

Columbus 7.2 6.4 
Vance 
Reese 6.4 6.3 
Randolph 5.3 4.4 





THE DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 
1700 NORTH MOORE STREET SUITE 1425 ?I.-.-.--. r >J 

ARLINGTON, VA 22209 

703-636-0504 
ALAN J. DIXON. CHAIRMAN 

COMMISSIONERS: 
April 17, 1995 AL CORNELU 

REBECCA COX 
GEN J. 9. DAVIS, USAF IRET) 
S. LEE KLlNG 
RADM BENJAMIN F. MONTOYA. USN I RET) 

Colonel Roger A. Grady, USAF MG JOSUE ROBLES. JR., USA I RET; 
'NENDI LOUISE STEELE 

Commander 
64th Flying Training Wing 
Reese AFB, TX 79489-5000 

Dear Colonel Grady: 

I want to thank you for all of your assistance during my recent visit to Reese AFB. The 
briefings and discussions with you, your staff and the community officials provided us with a great 
deal of valuable information about the operations of Reese AFE3. This information will be very 
helpl l  to the Commission as we carry out our review of the recommendations of the Secretary of 
Defense in the months ahead. 

Please extend my appreciation to the members of your s ta f f  for their assistance. The 
briefings and tours conducted by Capt Bryan RadIiff, Assistant Flight Commander in the 54th 
Hying Training Squadron, and Lt Col Don Stimer, Commander of the 35th Flying Training 
Squadron, and other members of your safiwere very i&ormarive. I would dso like to thank 
Maj Steve Rake1 and 1Lt Dawn Wallace for their effons in pianning and coordinating the b a e  
visit. 

Sincereiv, 

RADM Benjamin F. Montoya, USN (Ret.) 
Commissioner 
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CAFB 2000 
P. 0. BOX 1111 

Columbus, M S  39703-1 1 1 1 
(601) 328-0301 Fax (601) 328-0880 

June 14, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

During the Base Realignment and Closure Commission's visit to Columbus 
Air Force Base, a couple of questions were asked by Commission members. 
Although the Base and Community responded to these questions, I also want 
to reply in writing. 

QUESTION: In the 1991 data call, Columbus AFB indicated an airspace 
encroachment problem with airline operations out of Memphis and Atlanta 
airline hubs. Do airline operations at Memphis and Atlanta airports 
currently present an encroachment problem, and if  not, what changed 
between1991and19951 

RESPONSE: From May 1987 to March 1990 I was the Operations Group 
Commander at Columbus AFB. At times during this period we did have some 
encroachment by airline operations into and out of Memphis. This issue was 
worked directly with Memphis Air Traffic Control Supervisors. Through 
discussions, both the Wing and Air Traffic Control developed a better 
understanding and appreciation for each others concerns, mission, and 
requirements. This interchange plus continual dialogue alleviated the 
encroachment problem during the remaining portion of my tour. 

QUESTION: Columbus only used its Military Operating Areas 44% of the 
time. (12,528 scheduled hours, 5,542 hours used) Weather was listed as a 
factor for non-use 90% of the time. Why does weather have such a large 
effect on using the MOA; and is there sufficient airspace capacity for 
increased operations? 

ANSWER: Columbus has the capacity to train at least 408 pilots per year. 
Currently the base is graduating approximately 150 pilots per year. It is 
intuitively obvious that the main reason for non-use is the airspace simply 
is not needed all the time from sunrise to sunset to train only 150 pilots. 
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It is incorrect to say that 90% of non-use is due to weather. To the best of my 
knowledge this question in the data call was miss-interpreted. It most 
probably was answered by considering "of the time the MOA was non usable 
what were the reasons." 

Bases answered the "hours of usagen question differently. Since some bases 
included the time each individual sortie utilized part of the airspace, 
resulting in a usage figure higher than the scheduled figure. 

Note that bases also answered the reason for non-usage differently. 

Laughlin answered the reason for non-usage by stating "used by multiple 
aircraft, hence more hours used," or "used by multiple aircraft 
simultaneously." 

Reese answered for some MOAs by stating "weather and flying hours 
availability" with no percentages attached. This is because, when the 
question is interpreted correctly, there is no source documents available to 
indicate a percentage of non-use along with the assumed reasons. For other 
MOAs when use was greater than scheduled hours, Reese answered "MOA 
split into multiple training areas." 

Vance answered "Vance MOAs have multiple aircraft using the airspace at 
any given time, therefore, aircraft hours used is greater then hours 
scheduled." "When weather does not permit use, control reverts to Kansas 
City ARTCC." In this case, even though hours used is greater than hours 
scheduled, the previous statement indicates there are times of non-use. 

Bottom line - bases answered this question differently, therefore direct 
comparisons of answers are not possible. 

The Data Call capacity figure for Columbus is 408, which was figured using 
current airspace data. Columbus does have the airspace available for 
increased operations. 

I hope the above explanations are helpful in your analysis. If we can be of 
further assistance please do not hesitate to contact CAFB 2000 at (601) 328- 
0301 or (601) 328-0509. 

Sincerely, 

Paul H. Rowcliffe 
CAFB 200 Committee 
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STATE O F  MISSISSIPPI 

HOUSE O F  REPRESENTATIVES 

OFFICE OF THE SPEAKER 

TIM FORD, SPEAKER 
POST OFFICE B O X  1018 

JACKSON. MISSISSIPPI 3B215~1018 

TELEPHONE 16011 3 5 9 . 3 3 0 0  

June 7, 1995 

HOME ADDRESS 

I 2 0 3  CLAYTON AVENUE 

TUPELO. MISS15SlPPl 38801 

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

Gentlemen: 

The Mississippi House of Representatives is very supportive 
of the Columbus Air Force Base and the Meridian Naval Air 
Station, and we respectfully request that they both remain open. 
Please give them every consideration. 

With kindest regards, I am 



ocument S eparatol- 



EXECUTIVE CORRESPO~~ENCE TRACIUNG SYSTEM (ECTS) # 50bC7-2S 

DIR.IINFORMATION SERVICES 
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Columbus. MS 39703-1 1 1 1  
I 

(601) 328-0301 Fax (601) 328-0880 , .* - ' - a  * .s .,;, 
. ' :': ::- -,. iqCsQba7 -aS- - -- 

June 1, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: Staff Analysis I1 - UPT Bases - Airspace 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

After an indepth analysis of the data used to accumulate "airspace" totals, it 
was evident that the Meridian 1 East MOA was not included. 

Although not owned by Columbus Air Force Base, by letter of agreement, this 
airspace has been scheduled and manager by Columbus Air Force Base for a 
number of years. This would add 1,773.9 cubic miles to the CAFB total 
which you utiiized. This is a primary T-37 training area. 

A copy of the letter of agreement is attached. We would appreciate an update 
to this vital category. 

Sincerely, 

Fred Hayslett 

FHJsh 
Enclosure 



MEMPHIS ARTC CENTER,MERIDIAN RADAR A I R  TRAFFIC CONTROL FACILITY 
COLUMBUS APPROACH CONTROL, 

TRAINING A I R  W I N G  ONE AND THE 14TH FLYING TRAINING W I N G  
LETTER OF AGREFMENT 

Effect ive:  J a n u a r y  9 ,  1989 

SUBJECT: MERIDIAN ONE EAST AND WEST MILITARY OPERATIONS AREAS (MOA's) AND ATC 
ASSIGNED AIRSPACE (ATCAA) 

1, PURPOSE. T h i s  agreement e s t a b l i s h e s  procedures  between t h e  fo l lowing  f a c i l i -  
t i e s  f o r  c o n t r o l  and use  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a s :  

Memphis ARTC Cente r  (CENTER) - t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency,  

M e r i d i a n  Radar A i r  T r a f f i c  F a c i l i t y  (RATCF), 

Colunbus  Approach C o n t r o l  ( RAPCON), 

T r a i n i n g  Air Wing One (TRAWING ONE) - t h e  schedu l ing /us ing  agency f o r  t h e  
M e r i d i a n  One > les t  FIOA, end 

1 4 t h  F l y i n g  T r a i n i n g  Wing ( 1 4 t h  FTW) t h e  schedu l ing /us ing  agency f o r  t h e  
M e r i d i a n  One &st MOA. 

2. CANCELLATION. Memphis ARTC C e n t e r ,  Meridian RATCF, Colunbus Approach C o n t r o l ,  
T r a i n i n g  A i r  Wing One, and 1 4 t h  F ly ing  T r a i n i n g  Wing L e t t e r  of Agrement ,  d a t e d  
March 7 ,1983 ,  S u b j e c t :  Meridian E a s t  and West Y i i l i t e r y  Operat ions  Areas a n d  ATCkP. 
is c a n c e l e d .  

3. P.RE.4. Tne Meridizn One E a s t  2nd West MO!ils i n c l u d e  z i r s p a c e  a s  d e f i n e d  i n  
A t t a c h e n t s  i 2nd 2 from 8 ,000  f e e t  up t o ,  b u t  n o t  i n c l u d i n g ,  FL180. The i - k r i d i 2 ?  
ATCBL i n c l u d e s  t h a t  a i r s p a c e  from F'L180 through FL230 over ly ing  t h e  X e r i d i a n  h e  -- ~ ~ s t  2nd Mer id ian  One West PfOJ-'s. 

. RESPONSIBILITIES. 

a. The C o m a n d e r  o f  TRAWING OhT i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r :  

( 1 )  TEBk?ING ONE a i r c r a f t  remain x i t h i n  ass i5ned  z i r speca .  

( 2 )  P r o p e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  is made concern ing  a c t i v a t i o n / d e a c t i v a t i o n  o f  
s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e .  

(3)  A i r c r a f t  s h a l l  n o t  d e p a r t  e n r o u t e  t o / e n t e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e  
w i t h o u t  p r i o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency.  1 

4 M i l i t a r y  assumes r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  f o r  s e p a r a t i o n  of  a i r c r a f t  (MARSA) 
f o r  all a i r c r a f t  under  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f  TRAWING ONE. 

(5 )  A l l  o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  a i r c r a f t  a s  p r e s c r i b e d  i n  FAA Hzndbook 7610.4 
S p e c i a l  M i l i t a r y  O p e r a t i o n s ,  P a r t  5 ,  S e c t i o n  2,  Para,;raph 5-14. 

b. The Commander o f  1 4 t h  FTW i s  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r :  1 
( 1  ) 1 4 t h  FTN a i r c r a f t  remain  w i t h i n  a s s i g n e d  a i r s p a c e .  

I 

1 
( 2 )  P r o p e r  n o t i f i c a t i o n  is made concern ing  a c t i v a t i o n / d e a c t i v a t i o n  of 

s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e .  



Memphis ARTCC, Mer id ian  RATCF, Columbus RAPCON 
TRAWING ONE and 1 4 t h  F n J  L e t t e r  o f  Agreement 
S u b j e c t :  Meridian One East and West MOA/ATCAA 
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( 3 )  A i r c r a f t  s h a l l  n o t  d e p a r t  en rou te  t o / c n t e r  t h e  s u b j e c t  a i r s p a c e  
w i t h o u t  p r i o r  c o o r d i n a t i o n  wi th  t h e  c o n t r o l l i n g  agency. 

( 4 )  A l l  o t h e r  m i l i t a r y  a i r c r a f t  a s  p r e s c r i b e d  i n  FAA Handbook 7610.4 
S p e c i a l  M i l i t a r y  O p e r a t i o n s ,  P a r t  5, S e c t i o n  2, Paragraph 5-14. 

c .  CENTER s h a l l  execu te  a p p r o p r i a t e  NOTAM a c t i o n s  r e q u i r e d  by a c t i v a t i o d d e -  
a c t i v a t i o n  o f  t h e  s u b j e c t  a r e a s .  

d. The C o n t r o l l i n g  Agency f o r  e a c h  of t h e  a r e a s  s h a l l  r e s t r i c t  MOA/ATCAA . 
a c t i v i t i e s  a s  n e c e s s a r y  i n  o r d e r  t o  accommodate SAFI (FAA Semi-Automatic F l i g h t  
I n s p e c t i o n  f l l g h t s  vhen such  f l i g h t s  canno t  a c c e p t  a l t e r n a t i v e s  due t o  m i s s i o n  
d e r r o g a t i o n .  Normally SAFI f l i g h t s  w i l l  be a ss igned  FL240 t o  avo id  MOA/ATCAA 
a c t i v i t y  i n t e r r u p t i o n .  

5. DELEGATION OF AUTFIORITY. CENTER hereby d e l e g a t e s  t o  EAPCON i t s  a u t h o r i t y  23 
t h e  C o n t r o l l i n g  Agency o f  t h e  Meridian One East  MOA/ATCAA, 2 s  d e f i n e d  i n  Attachment 
i a n d  2  of t h i s  l e t t e r ,  

a. Mer id ian  One idlest a r e a s  w i l l  n o m a l l y  be a c t i v a t e d  w i t h i n  t h e  p u b l i s h e d  
h o u r s  a s  i n d i c a t e d  below, but  nay z l s o  be scheduled a c t i v e  f o r  Szturdays/Sundays. 

( 1 ) 1-leridian One West MOA/ATCP.A (80-FL230) i n t e r n i t t e n t  Sunday t h r o u g h  
F r i d e g ,  S u n r i s e  t o  S u n s e t .  

( 2 )  Merid ian  One i ies t  MOA (80 t o ,  but  n o t  i n c l u d i n g ,  FL180) i n t e r m i t t e n t  
Sunday t h r o u g h  F r i d a y ,  Sunset  t o  05002, 

b. l i e r i d i a n  O n e  Eas t  EIOA/ATCAA will normally be zctivated w l t h i n  t h e  p u b l i s h e d  
o p e r a t i o n a l  t i m e s ,  d a y l i g h t  h o u r s ,  Monday through Fr iday .  Other times by NOTAM. 

7 .  NOTIFICATION. 

a. FOR ME1 1 \EST MOA/ATCAA TRAWING ONE s h a l l :  

(1  ) F u r n i s h  CENTER M i s s i o n  Coordinator /TIJatch S u p e r v i s o r  and RATCF 
S u p e r v i s o r  by noon e a c h  F r i d a y ,  a r e a l i s t i c  a c t i v i t y  schedu le  i n  ZULU t i m e ,  
c o v e r i n g  Sunday t h r o u g h  Sa tu rday  o f  t h e  fo l lowing  week. Make t h e  same n o t i f i c a t i o n  
when a n y  p a r t  o f  a schedu led  p e r i o d  i s  cance led  and 2 1 / 2  hours '  n o t i c e  f o r  
changes  c o n t r a r y  t o  schedu le .  

( 2 )  Not i fy  RATCF S u p e r v i s o r  a n d  CENTER S e c t o r  C o n t r o l l e r  uhen a c t i v i t y  
w i l l  b e  i n t e r r u p t e d  f o r  a p e r i o d  o f  one h o u r  o r  more, and of  r e a c t i v a t i o n  r e q u e s t .  

b. RAPCON/RATCF S u p e r v i s o r s  and a p p r o p r i a t e  S e c t o r  C o n t r o l l e r s  s h a l l  coord i -  
n a t e  d i r e c t l y  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  concern ing  requirements  i n  paragraphs  5 and 6  above.  



Memphis ARTCC, M e r i d i a n  RATCF, Columbus RAPCON 
TRAWING One, and  1 4 t h  FTW L e t t e r  of Agreement 
S u b j e c t :  M e r i d i a n  One East and West MOA and ATCAA 

, 8. ALTIMETER SETTINGS. 

a. A l l  a i r c r a f t  o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  a r e a s  s h a l l  u s e  l o c a l  a l t i m e t e r  s e t t i n g s ;  
Columbus AFB f o r  t h e  M e r i d i a n  One Eas t  MOA and NAS M e r i d i a n  f o r  a l l  o t h e r s .  

b. Navy UPT a i r c r a f t  and RAPCON s h a l l  a d j u s t  a l t i t u d e  a s s i g m e n t s  when a  
c h a n g e  i n  a t m o s p h e r i c  p r e s s u r e  a f f e c t s  t h e  l o w e s t  u s a b l e  f l i g h t  l e v e l ,  i n  a c c o r -  
d a n c e  w i t h  t h e  f o l l o w i n g :  

L o c a l  Altimeter S e t t i n g  - H i g h e s t  A v a i l a b l e  A l t i t u d e  

29.92" o r  h i g h e r  
29.91" t o  28.92" 
28.9111 t o  27.92" 

a.  At tachment  1 - D e p i c t s  Meridian One &st a n d  West MOA/APCAfi-. 

b. A t t a c h m e n t  2 - ? ? a r r a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of M e r i d i a n  One %st and Ves t  
MOPJATCAA. 

d G u -  
~ i r h r a f f i c  Kanager 
Meaphis  ARTCC 

=ir Traffic K a r ~ e r  ? 

Columbus AFB, KS , : j  - 

. - ., - - . . - 
Commander 

/ 

Commander / 
T r a i n i n g  A i r  Wing One 14 th  F l y i n g  T r a i .  ning Wing 



ATTACHMENT I 

MEMPI-IIS ARTC CENTER, MERIDIAN RATCF, 
COLUMBUS RAPCON, TWINING AIR WlNC ONE, 

AND THE 14TH FLYING TRAINING WlNC 
LETTER OF AGREEMENT 

SUBJECT: MERIDIAN ONE EAST AND WEST MOA/ATCM 

M E R I D I A N  . 1  W E S T  

REV 1: 11/11193 



Memphis ARTCC, M e r i d i a n  HATCF, Columbus RAPCON, 
TRAWING ONE a n d  1 4 t h  FTW L e t t e r  of Agreement 
S u b j :  M e r i d i a n  One E a s t  a n d  West MOA a n d  ATCCA 

ATTACHMENT 2 

1 .  N a r r a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  M e r i d i a n  One E a s t  ElOA/t?TCAJ.: 

From 33-1 8-30/87-1:9-00 t o  
33-11-00/87-48-30 t o  
33-07-30/87-53-30 t o  
33-03-35/87-59-10 t o  
32-51-12/88-17-11 t h e n c e  v i a  TCL L15 D?:E a r c  n o r t h  t o  
33-23-48/88-25-04 t o  
33-25-00/88-00-00 t o  F o i n t  o f  B e g i n n i n s  

2 .  N a r r a t i v e  d e s c r i p t i o n  of M e r i d i a n  One West MOA/ATCLt:  

F r o n  33-23-48/88-25-04 
32-51 -12/88-17-11 
32-34-00/88-42-00 
32-34-00/88-54-05 
32-32-00/89-06-10 
32-34-30/89-56-00 
32-53-0.0/90-01-00 
33-00-10/89-59-15 
33-05-35/90-01-40 
33-23-00/89-59-30 
32-23-33/88-31-09 

t h e n c e  v i a  TCL ej 0!;2 z r c  s o u t h  t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  
t o  ?oink of S 2 g i n n i x c  - 
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Columbus, MS 39703- 1 1 1 1 
(60 1) 328-030 1 Fax (60 1 ) 328-0880 

June 6, 1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

Enclosed are a couple of thoughts for your consideration as you continue to 
review the myriad of data and attempt to turn it into meaningful, relevant, 
accurate information. 

I appreciate your willingness to consider our input and taking time to 
address our concerns. 

Fred ~ a ~ s l e t t  

FHfs h 
Enclosures 



In Staff Analysis two, airspace comparisons were made for "owned/scheduled" airspace only. 

However the data for low level routes was not changed to reflect a consistent comparable 

bases. To provide a consistent analysis "the number of military training routes available" 

should be changed to "number of military training routes owned/scheduled." Using the 

analysis the number of training routes would reflect: 

Columbus Laughlin Reese Vance 

10 14 6 9 

Also, in staff analysis two, 85 points were assessed for the criteria "percent of sorties 

CXLIRESCHD." On the other hand the "Sortie Planning Factor" was assessed 30 points. 

There has been some discussion at the regional hearings regarding the use of the planning 

factor in the Joint Analysis rather than the actual sorties canceled/rescheduled, with the 

implication that the "sorties canceled/rescheduled" was a more accurate figure. The 

"percent of sorties canceled/rescheduled" is based on one year of historical data. The "Sortie 

Planning Factor" is based on 5 years of historic data and is revised each year. Even more 

reliable is the weather attrition factor in the 1993 Air Force Data Call which was based on 

10 year averages. Weather professionals have said that a nine to ten year history of weather 

data is needed to develop reliable trends. Considering the larger data base, the 93 data is 

the most accurate analysis. Since both factors considered is the Staff Analysis are based on 

historical weather data, one criteria regarding sortie losslrescheduled should be used, the 

one with the longer data base. Consequently, 115 points should be assigned to the 93 Data 

Call Weather Attrition. 

During this process data of the four primary pilot training bases has been analyzed along 



with Randolph Air Force Base data. Randolph currently does not conduct Undergraduate1 

Specialized Pilot Training. Consequently to include Randolph data skews data factors that 

are influenced by the type of flying being accomplished. Since the training at  Randolph is 

by rated pilots, the weather requirements to accomplish training are different and affect 

such factors as "percent of sorties canceIed/rescheduled" and the "sortie planning factor." 

To obtain the purest analysis between bases of like mission, Randolph data should not be 

directly compared to similar (but not the same) factors of bases conducting SUPTIUPT. 

I respectfully request that these matters receive consideration by you and your staff, as you 

continue with your difficult responsibilities. 
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Columbus, MS 39703- 1 1 1 1 
(601) 328-0301 Fax (601) 328-0880 

May 17,1995 

LTC Merrill Beyer 
Air Force DOD Analyst 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Monroe Street Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

RE: Staff Analysis I1 - UPT Bases 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

We are writing to question the "Icing in Area Days" figures used in Staff Analysis 11. A s  
you are aware, this question was not asked by the Air Force in the 1995 Base 
Questionnaire. Apparently the figures utilized are from the 1993 Base Questionnaire. 
We understand that because the undergraduate pilot training bases were not considered 
for closure in 1993, they were removed from the mix early, the data submitted was never 
certified. We have performed an analysis of the 1993 base questionnaire which shows 
that none of the UPT bases answered that particular question in the same manner. 

The 1995 Joint Cross Service Study Group Data Questionnaire did ask the question 
regarding mean number of icing days in the area. Columbus Air Force Base was the 
only installation to respond directly to the question as asked. That certified date reveals 
those number of days to be 42 and not 144 as used in Staff Analysis 11. (Pertinent pages 
of joint minutes enclosed.) 

More importantly, we believe that icing data has been doubly counted. The real issue 
concerning weather should be "sorties cancelled or rescheduled" as a result of weather. 
Icing and ceiling and visibility are included in the sorties cancelled or rescheduled 
figures and thus doubly counted by receiving far more weighted value than deserved. 

Also, in the measures of merit category of "airfield", we are unsure of the rational behind 
the grade given for number of primary runways. Would you please provide what 
rational was used and the data used to support that grade? 

As you know, everyone is operating on a short fuse, therefore, we would appreciate your 
prompt attention. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Fred M. Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 

Enclosures 
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, ... .. Note: - Historical data for AT-38 operations is not available prior to FY 93, as IFF initial startup 
operations began in July 1993. 

g 
6. List the major factors in the "other" category in the above table. 

F 
ANSWER: None. 

7. Weather (WX): During the period of record (at least ten years), what was the yearly average: 
*. 

3 

a. Percentage of time WX at or above 2W1? 

ANSWER: 99.2% 

b. Percentage of time WX at or above 300/1? 
r.. , 

ANSWER: 99.0% 
f 
x c. Percentage of time WX at or above 5001 l ?  
& 

1 ANSWER: 97.8% 
: d. Percentage of time WX at or above 1000/3? 

2 ANSWER: 92.0% 

. Percentage of time WX 300015 and above? 

? ANSWER: 78.8% 

f. Percentage of time iVX 300013 and above? 

2 ANSWER: 82.8% 

.r g. Percentage of time I+% 150013 and above? 

3 ANSWER: 89.1 % 
8 1  

., h. Percentage of time crosswind component to the primary runway at or below 15 knots? 

:: ANSWER: 99.2% 

i. Percentage of t i x  crosswind component to the primary runway at or above 25 knots? 

. ANSWER: 0.1% 

1 j. Mean number of days of icing in the local flying area? 
$ 
4' 

ANSWER: 42 days, primarily during the October though March period 

r:i 8. For & independent runway complex at home field and all OLFs, provide a breakdown of daytime and 
\i nighttime airfield usage by type of training (include overhead sorties) for undergraduate flight training over the 
J - s t  year. Use a separate table for each runway complex. (Note: The percentages in each column are of sorties 

-$. Iwn and should sum to 100.) (Not applicable for helicopter training.) 

b a 18 
$ COLUMBUS CLOSE HOLD 



,y- LAUGHLFN 
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:I: List the major factors in the "other" category-in the above table. 

i ANSWER: None. 

7. Weather (WX): During the period of record (at least ten years), what was the yearly average: 
- a. Percentage of rime WX at or above 200/1? 99.0% 

b. Percentage of time WX at or above 300/1? 98.9% 

c .  Percentage of time WX at or above 500/1? 97.8% 

d. Percentage of time WX at or above 1000/3? 94.3% 

e. Percentage of time WX 300015 and above? 8 1.8% 

f. Percentage of time WX 3000/3 and above? 

g. Percentage of time WX 150013 and above? 

h. Percentage of time crosswind component to the primary runway at or below 15 knots? 99.3% 

i. Percentage of time crosswind component to the primary runway at or above 25 knots? 0.1 96 

j. Mean number of days of icing in the local flying area? Laughlin Base Weather Station has not historically 
tracked the number of days with icing. Icing is rare, with less than ten days per year in the flying areas. 

For e&j independent runway complex at home field and all OLFs, provide a breakdown of daytime and 
.,ghttime airf~eld usage by type of training (include overhead sorties) for undergraduate flight training over the 
past year. Use a separate table for each runway complex. (Note: The percentages in each column are of sorties 
flown and should sum to 100.) (Not applicable for helicopter training.) 

CON 

Advanced (T-38) ( Banked I Graduate ('T-38) 5% 5% 

- .. Requalification 

a*. - lex Name: Laughlin Auxiliary 
.- >, .. .-,. - EY 1993 Use (Percent) 
'" 
. -A 
-. - ( A i r d  Type) Day Only I No Night O p s  

Aviation Ldr Prgrn 

Advanced Tng Prgm 

CLOSE HOLD 

Primary (T-37) 

Advanced (T-38) 

Total 

1% 

2% 

1% 

1% 

100% 10046 



List the major factors in the "other" category in the above table. 

\NSWER: There are no major factors in the "other" category. These losses arc usually due to higher 
& headquarttrs orders. 

L 9 : 7. Weather (WX): During the period of record (at least ten years), what was the yearly average: 
5 

; ..a. Percentage of time WX is at or above 20011: 
' 

; ;:-ANSWER: 98.6% 
; a 
! 

1 . Percentage of time WX is at or above 3001 1 : . - 
{'ANSWER: 98.4% 

: . Percentage of time WX is at or above 50011: 

." ANSWER: 97.395% 

1 : . d Percentage of time WX is at or above 1000/3: 

- '  ANSWER: 93.6% 

. Percentage of time WX 300015 and above: 

ANSWER: 86.7% 

. .: f. Percentage of time WX 300013 and above: 

. ' ANSWER: 87.6% 

-:; g. Percentage of time WX I50013 and above: 

2 ANSWER: 91.5% 
Ir 

!ah. Percentage of time crosswind component to the primary runway at or below 15 kts: 
Z 

$ANSWER: 93.2% 
-5: 
7. 

?i 

t i .  Percentage of time crosswind component to the primary m w a y  at or below 25 kts: 
? 
2- - 1. 

CLOSE HOLD 

.. . 

Mean mumbcr of days icing in the local area: 

7 



CLOSE HOLD 

3: dSWER: 97.8 
: - 2ercentage of time crosswind component to the primary runway at or above 25 hots?  

ANSWER: 0.2 

j. Mean number of days of icing in the local flying area? 
4 
3 ANSWER: Data not available.. 
i 
9 

8. For & independent runway complex at home field and all OLFs, provide a breakdown of daytime and 
nighttime airfield usage by type of training (include overhead sorties) for &dergraduate flight training over the 
past year. Use a separate table for each runway complex. (Note: The percentages in each column are of sorties 
flown and should sum to 100.) (Not applicable for helicopter training.) 

r 

Q 

* 

$ NOTE: These numbers represent an approximation because AETC does not maintain a database for this 
r information. 

3 9. Given the current mix of aircraft assigned to your air station, what is the average number of operations per 
f hour this airfield and each OLF can support for each runway complex over a one year period (use the number of 
i training daydyear used by your service). This number should take in account reductions in operations due to 
4 weather and the times the airfield is closed to undergraduateJgraduate pilot andlor NFONavigator training (i.e., 
3 calculations should be based on the methodoIogy in the FAA's Airport Capacity and Delay manual). Show how 

this number was derived. e .  1. The answer for Vance is 182. The calculations are as follows: 
.,>,:7- 

C 

Average Daily Capacity - (294 x 12 x x 12 x .25) - 2,835 
3 - 
;I Average Yearly Capacity - [2&- (-23 2,835 - 537,006 

k 
$ Average Hourly Capacity - (537,006 + 246) i 12 - 182 . - - - 
Q : 

16 
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S A HEAD. Jr 
GF?F'I41 VANAGFR 

ROBERT C GRONDIN 
COMPTROLLER 

May 4, 1995 

Mr. Frank Cirillo, Jr. 
Air Force Team Leader 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Cirillo: 

We want to thank you for the time you gave us on Monday, May 1st. We are 
well aware of how precious your time is during these hectic days. 

As I am sure you can tell, we are very dedicated to preserving Columbus 
Air Force Base. Not only is CAFB a vital part of our community: but a very 
important part of our nation's defense. 

If we wanted to leave any single message, it is that as the military becomes 
smaller, the military value of a facility becomes ever more important. 
A base such as Columbus Air Force Base that has the capability to do any 
mission the Air Force has is an irreplaceable asset. 

Once again, we appreciate your courtesy and attentiveness. 

Sincerely, 

Fred M. Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 

lft 
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r .- 
THAD COCHRAN 

MISSISSIPPI 

.United $tatcs 3cnac . 
W A S H I N G T O N ,  DC 20510-2402 

May 9, 1995 

COMMITTEE ON 
AGRICULTURE. NUTRITION. 

AND FORESTRY 

COMMITTEE ON 
APPROPRIATIONS 

COMMITTEE O N  
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

COMMITTEE O N  
RULES AND 

ADMINISTRATION 

- - --- . 
Chairman Alan J. Dixon 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Re: Columbus Air Force Base Briefing 

Dear Alan: 

I am pleased to send you several copies of a brief summarizing the many strengths of 
a truly outstanding military installation, Columbus Air Force Base. I am familiar with the 
attributes of Colurnbus AFB, which include its first-rate facilities and infrastructure, superior 
military housing and quality of life, and an exceptionally supportive local community. 

I'm sure that as you review the distinguished record of Columbus AFB Base during 
the course of your important deliberations you will realize that it sets a standard of excellence 
for other UPT bases to meet. Given the unique flexibility and capacity of the base, you will 
find that other missions also can be accommodated at Columbus AFB. 

If I can be of any other assistance, please feel free to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

' THAD COCHRAN 
United States Senator 
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S. A. HEAD, Jc 
GENERAL MANAGER 420 4th Avenue South 

PO. Box 949 
Columbus, Mississippi 39703 

Telephone: (601) 328-7192 
Fax: (601) 243-7408 

ROBERT C. GRONDIN 
COMPTROLLER 

May 41 1995 

Mr. Merril Beyer 
Air Force Team 
Defense Base Closure & Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Beyer: 

We want to thank you for the time you gave us on Monday, May 1st. We are 
well aware of how precious your time is during these hectic days. 

As I am sure you can tell, we are very dedicated to preserving Columbus 
Air Force Base. Not only is CAFB a vital part of our community; but a very 
important part of our nation's defense. 

If we wanted to leave any single message, it is that as the military becomes 
smaller, the military value of a facility becomes ever more important. 
A base such as Columbus Air Force Base that has the capability to do any 
mission the Air Force has is an irreplaceable asset. 

Once again, we appreciate your courtesy and attentiveness. 

Sincerely, 

Fred M. Hayslett 
CAFB 2000 
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LARRY COMBEST 
19TH DISTRICT. TEXAS 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

CHAIRMAN 
PERMANENT SELECT COMMITTEE 

ON INTELLIGENCE (aongreriri of the Wniteb a tate$  
COMMITTEE O N  AGRICULTURE Bouee  of %epre$entatibe$ 

April 7, 1995 

ROOM 61 1 
GEORGE H. MAHON 
FEDERAL BUILDING 

LUBBOCK. TX 79401-4089 
(806) 763-161 1 

Lieutenant Colonel Merrill Beyer 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commission 
1700 N. Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Colonel Beyer: 

I wanted to thank you very much for leading the BRAC staff 
delegation visit to Lubbock, Texas and Reese Air Force Base. It 
meant a great deal not only to me and the Lubbock City officials, 
but also to the people of the West Texas area. It was 
unfortunate that the schedule of the House meant I missed being 
there. 

As I hope was clearly evident to the Commissioners during the 
motorcade, the citizens of West Texas are truly supportive of 
Reese and its mission. In addition to its economic status in the 
region, the people are proud that Reese is their neighbor. It is 
a mutually beneficial association which I hope will continue. 

I look forward to working closely with the Commission as this 
process continues. Please call on me or my staff if we can be of 
any assistance. 

With best regards. 

S' cerely, * 
Larry c e e s t  



DAVID R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR 

C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

April 7, 1995 

Lt. Col. Merril Beyer USAF 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA  22209 

Dear Col. Beyer: 

On behalf of the Lubbock community, I want t o  thank you for visiting our city during your recent 
tour of Reese Air Force Base,. As I expressed in my  letter t o  the BRAC Commissioners, I was 
extremely impressed w i th  the professionalism and expertise their staff members displayed during 
their visit. As Mayor of the City of Lubbock, the future of Reese Air Force Base is of paramount 
concern to  me. The quality and caliber of the people who visited Lubbock helped further my  
confidence that the entire process will be handled in a fair and objective manner. Beyond the 
main reasons for your coming to  Lubbock, I hope you enjoyed your visit and will consider coming 
back to  visit us in the future. We feel w e  have a special city wi th much to  offer. 

As a member of the support staff for the BRAC Commissioners, I am sure they rely upon you to  
assist in their analysis and evaluation of base closure data and criteria. During our presentation 
to  the BRAC Commissioners, w e  presented evidence and information which challenged the 
accuracy of the data which placed Reese on the closure list. It is our hope that our efforts have 
convinced you t o  re-examine and evaluate the data and criteria which was used. We are 
confident that w i th  further investigation, the BRAC Commission and the Federal government will 
recognize the value, importance, and need for Reese Air Force Base to  continue as part of the 
overall United States' military establishment. 

Thank you agair: for taking time to  visit Lubbeck as part of your tour af Reese Air Force Base. 
We hope our quality of life, and our residents' visible demonstration of support t o  retain Reese 
Air Force Base, impressed upon you our desire for BRAC officials and staff t o  re-evaluate 
Reese's future and keep it part of the Lubbock community. If I can be of assistance to  you at 
any time, I hope you wil l  contact 

Mayor 



LUBBOCK r l  X A S  

LUBBOCK CITY COUNCIL 

C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

April 7, 1995 

Lt. Col. Merril Beyer USAF 
Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Commission 
1700  North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, VA  22209 

Dear Col. Beyer: 

Thank you for touring Reese Air Force Base and for being our guests in Lubbock. I sincerely hope 
you enjoyed your stay here. As you know, I have been directly involved in the retention effort, and 
the fate of Reese is of the utmost importance to  me. I enjoyed meeting w i th  you, and I am 
confident that the decision-making process for Reese Air Force Base is in excellent hands. 

The level of openness exhibited by you and the BRAC officials was impressive. I hope that your 
brief stay here allowed you the opportunity t o  see first hand the quality of life in Lubbock and the 
level of support the community brings to  Reese. I appreciate your willingness to  listen t o  the facts 
presented during the briefing at Reese Air Force Base. Our goal was not t o  sway the Commission 
unduly or w i th  emotion, but t o  ensure that each of them had the proper facts available before they 
make their final decision. Most importantly, our presentation and the tour of the air base facilities 
was intended t o  demonstrate the flawed nature of the base closure data originally presented to  the 
Commission. M y  hope is that you wil l  re-evaluate this flawed data and attempt t o  assess the level 
of errors contained in the initial report. Please review Lubbock's White Paper critically. I am sure 
you wil l  find that it contains valid, provable information. 

Thank you again for visiting our community and for being our guests. We fully understand the 
difficulty of the task facing you and the Commission, and are aware that w e  are not the only 
community t o  visibly demonstrate our support for our base. However, Reese Air Force Base is an 
important part of our community, and also of the national defense effort. I hope your stay in 
Lubbock has convinced you to  reevaluate the data available. If I can be of assistance t o  you in the 
future, please do not hesitate t o  contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Mayor Pro Tem 
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C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

DAVID R. LANGSTON 
MAYOR 

April 6, 1995 

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

Dear Commissioner Cornella: 

Thank you for attending the luncheon on April 5th, 1995, at the Lubbock 
Club. As Mayor, it was an honor t o  have had you and the rest o f  the 
Commissioners as m y  guests. I hope you enjoyed the luncheon as well as 
your brief tour of  our community. As you can imagine, the fate of Reese Air 
Force Base is a primary concern of mine. Now, having had the opportunity 
t o  meet you in person, I am confident that the future of  Reese Air Force 
Base and the Lubbock community is in good hands. 

I was extremely impressed by the level of  professionalism both you and your 
staff demonstrated during your stay in Lubbock. The openness exhibited by  
you and your colleagues, as well as your willingness to listen to  the facts 
and information w e  presented in regard t o  Reese Air Force Base, helped 
ease many o f  our concerns about the BRAC process. Lubbock felt it was 
vital for each Commissioner to know that the criteria and data which placed 
Reese on the closure list was flawed and did not accurately represent the 
conditions that actually exist at Reese Air Force Base. Likewise, Lubbock 
wanted t o  have the opportunity for you t o  have first hand knowledge of the 
quality of the base itself and of the Lubbock community. 

The community's show of support during the motorcade tour through 
Lubbock bears witness t o  our devotion and concern for Reese Air Force 
Base. I would be remiss i f  I did not mention that the demonstration of 
support was a combined effort among private and public sector 
organizations, school children, veterans, churches, and citizens from all 
walks of  life and from the communities which surround Lubbock. Many of 
the events and demonstrations you witnessed were unplanned, and were 



April 6, 1996 
Page 2 

spontaneous efforts from individuals who wanted to  show their support for 
retaining Reese. As Mayor, I was delighted and somewhat overwhelmed by  
the outpouring of love and support our community showed in order to  
impress upon you how w e  feel about Reese Air Force Base. 

Thank you again for attending the luncheon and for visiting our community. 
I appreciate the difficulty of  the task facing the Base Realignment and 
Closure Commission, and I would like t o  thank you on behalf of  the Llano 
Estacado region for taking the time t o  tour our area before making your 
decision. I hope our efforts during your stay have touched your heart and 
mind as much as Reese has touched ours. I f  I can be of any assistance t o  
you in the future, please feel 

Mayor 

DRL: JA:os 

MILlUANI 
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1 
' L A R R Y  COMBEST 

l " l h  : l i ' l H I T l  11 * A <  

April 7, 1995 

Mr. A 1  Cornella 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment 
Commissioner 

1700 N. Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Rosslyn, Virginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Cornella: 

I wanted to thank you very much for taking time to go to Lubbock, 
Texas and visit the City and Reese Air Force Base. It meant a 
great deal not only to me and the Lubbock City officials, but 
also to the people of the West Texas area, and I regret that the 
schedule of the House meant I missed being there. 

As I hope was clearly evident to you during the motorcade, the 
citizens of West Texas are deeply supportive of Reese and its 
mission. In addition to its economic status in the region, the 
people are proud that Reese is their neighbor. It is a mutually 
beneficial association which I hope will continue. 

I look forward to working with you and the other Commissioners as 
this process contin.ues. 

With best regards. 

S i n c e r e l y ,  1 1  

Larry ~ombebt , , 
u 
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The Honorable Alan Dixon 
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and 

Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street 
Suite 1425 
Rosalyn, Virginia 22209 

FHII E I in. : 1 :iue, ;'~,r rJE,-1 

C I T Y  O F  L U B B O C K  

LUBBOCK. TEXAS 

P b n a  zdar ?!.-I !hi rx~w 
't>?:-."*n-:~rr 

March 29, 1995 .- - " .  .t. .. -$&-== 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to extend an invitation to the Commisslonars and staff who will be 
maklng a site vlslt to  Reese Alr Force Baso to a luncheon on April 5th. It Is my 
understanding that the site vlslt will hava been completed and that the flight schedules 
for departure would allow time for a luncheon in Lubbock. 

The luncheon would be small and informal and would not requlre any kind of 
presentation by the Cornmissloners or staff. 

We would be pleased to provide transportatlon from the base to the luncheon 
and then on to the airport. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitation and hope the 
commlssloners and staff will be able to join me. Please let me know at your 
convenience I f  such a luncheon b possible. My office phone number Is 8061767-201 0, 
and the telefax number is 8061767-2051. 

Wlth best regards. 

Mayor 
City of Lubbock 
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LARRY COMBEST 
IYTH Obf9C?. nr*+ 

CHAIRMAN 
RRMANLNT SELECT COMWITTEF 

ON INTELLIGENCE 

COMMITEE ON AGtUcULTURE $$ou$~ of  Xepte$entiltibes' 

March 2 8 ,  1995 

The Honorable Alan ~ i x o n  
Chairman 
Defense Base Closure and ~ealignment  omission 
1700 North Moore Street, suite 1425 
Rosslyn, ~irginia 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I would like to extend an invitation to the Base Closure and 
Realignment commissioners and staff who are planning on visiting 
Reese Air Force Base next month, to join me at a dinner in 
Lubbock, Texas on the evening of ~ p r i l  4, 1995 

I would like the opportunity to share with the BRAC folks some of 
the special hospitality we West Texans are famous for, not to 
mention absolutely the best food they will ever taste. Being 
together at dinner will give the Comissioners and their staff a 
clearer appreciation of the tremendous quality of life and 
support that the citizens and City of Lubbock offer our military 
friends . 
~t is my understanding that all of the  omm missioners will arrive 
by 7 : 0 0  p.m. in Lubbock on April 4. The City of Lubbock will 
ensure that transportation to the dinner and back to the base is 
arranged. Further details will be provided as soon as they are 
finalized. 

I certainly appreciate your consideration of this invitation and 
hope the commissioners will be able to join me. 

With best regards. 



. . 
LARRY COMBEST 

n m - w ,  nw 

C O V E 2  P A G E  

H 

FROM: Rk L d . a r  ( WASHINGTON ) 

TIME: ( P . M .  ) ( A . M .  ) 

NO. OF PAGES TO FOLLOW: 

DATE : 

12 transmission is incomplete please  c a l l  ( 2 0 2 )  2 2 5 - 4 0 0 5 .  
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arr.vl.Ei r v x u y c b r l l g  p z  vvlucra ol 10- uveryone has benefitted from the Bell monopoly. 

"Xal telephone service - everyone this competition. Consumers' Consumers are not the only 
will benefit. long distance rates have dropped ones without options. Since the 

'--- - - .. But if Congress allows local almost 70 percent in real dollars local telephone companies con- 
--telephone - -  - companies to enter al- since 1984. trol the first and last mile of ev- 
-:-ceady competitive markets, such Also, long distance companies ery call, long distance companies 

as long distance, with their mo- have become better businesses must pay them charges for ac- 

Letters to the Editor 
Mail About Reese 

""" I was at the bulk mail ten- 
ter of the post office a t  1502 
Ave. G. on March 12. I was 
talking b Mr. Sterling Pace 
who works a t  the post ofice 
and was on break outside the 
post office. 
-- We exchanged greeting 
-and got to talking about " 

_ Reese AFB. - - He told me that  200-300 
2 - 

;-letters a day were going 
through the bulk mail center .,A- 
to the Defense Base Closure . . 
and Realignment Comrnis- 
sion a t  Arlington, Va. .>.*, 

Mr. Pace stated to me that 
'90 percent of the Air Force -,,- 
pilots requested Reese AFB 

' & their desired base to take 
Gaining. Why would the Air 

"f;corce want to close Reese 
Y 6 . i  

when it is well thought of by 
' trainees? Go figure! Keep up 
those letters, Lubbock! 

5 %  * 

9 3 -  

KEN MITCHELL, 

- r l l  

Lubbock 

:"School ,,,, Violence 
Let's make schools and 

 neighborhoods safe havens 
.for children again! 

In Bob Greene's column 
(A-J, 4-'i), he reported that  
violence is a major health 

- problem among adolescents 
- i n  the United States. 

- On April 8th, the Center 
t for D~sease Control and Pre- 
;yention in Atlanta released 

its study of school-associated 
- violent deaths. The problem 
- of violence in schools is much 
-more serious and potentially 
- life-threatening than previ- 
.ausly believed. 

I was pleased to learn that  
President Clinton addressed 

-$the need to eliminate school 
rlviolence in his recent address 

(April 8) to the National Edu- 
cation Association. 

The administration sup- 
L.., 

ports a positive approach of 
programs such as student 
loans, Americorps, and Goals 
2000 (which was initiated by 
President Reagan), rather 
than the negative approach 
of gutting needed programs. 

The House Republican tax 
bill decimated the Safe and 
Drug Free Schools program, 
reducing i t  from $482 to $10 
million. Program funds sup- 
port violence prevention by 
teaching students to avoid 
drugs and violence and 
strengthening security meas- 
ures a t  schools. 

After many rescissio~ls or 
cuts in all the wrong places, 
the House Republican tax bill 
still explodes the deficit and 
benefits the more amuent of 
our society. What happened 
to the constitutional impera- 
tive to "promote the general 
welfare?" 

BE'ITY ANDERSON, 
Lubbock 

Gramm's Silence 
When I read the headline 

story on Sen. Hutchison's 
trip to Reese, it struck me 
that  our other senator has 
been extremely quiet on the 
base closure issue. 

Has Phil forgotten us since 
he now wants to be presi- 
dent? Maybe he is afraid to 
offend voters in the other 
states by taking sides with 
his constituents. 

His silence makes me won- 
der if he has written off the 
voters of West Texas or is he 
so confident of our votes that 
he can ignore our needs? 

Larry Combest and Kay 
Bailey Hutchison cannot save 
Reese by themselves. Phil, 
you are taking our money, do 
your job! 

JIMMIE GRIMES. 

Officers Praised 
Since law enforcement offi- 

cers are getting such bad 
press nationally, I feel people 
should know that  there are 
"good guys" in Lubbock. 

Last week, Lone Star 
Peace Officers Association 
paid for two books each for 45 
first graders; some of whom 
had never been in a book 
store before. 

Along with the money for 
books, Deputies Moreno, 
Mann, McAdoo, Wilborn and 
Officer Hernes donated their 
time to help these six year 
olds shop for their purchases 
- not a n  easy task. 

As supervisor of the Chil- 
dren's Department a t  Barnes 
and Noble i t  was very grati- 
fying to observe these gentle- 
men in their acts of kindness. 
They made a substantial con- 
tribution to society and crime 
prevention where it's needed 
most: individually, and early 
in life. 

My thanks to every mem- 
ber of Lone Star Peace Ofi- 
cers Association and a caring 
teacher, hfs. Sabrina Smith. 

ANN BOGGS, 
Lubbock 

investments in unrelata 
The Bell Companie: 

asked Congress to let tha 
the long distance mark 
they do not want Cone 
open up their monopol 
market, to real competiti 

That is reminiscent of 
line - "What's mine is 
and what's yours is negoti 

Whereas a Bell Cc 
could compete in long d 
markets right away, it cc 
years before the Bell Con 
face meaningful competi 
the local markets. 
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WELCOME TO REESE AFB 

NEWCOMERS INFORMATION PACKAGE 

COMPLIMENTS OF THE 

64TH SECURITY POLICE SQUADRON 

1995 Edition 



DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
64th Security Police Squadron (AETC) 

152 South Gilbert Avenue 
Reese AFB, TX. 79489 

MEMORANDUM FOR REESE AFB NEWCOMERS 

FROM: 64 SPSICC 

SUBJECT: Customer Information Package 

The Security Police Squadron welcomes you to Reese Air Force Base. As a new member of our 
community, we'd like to provide you with information to make your arrival and stay at Reese as 
enjoyable as possible. Please take the time to review the contents of this booklet to see what 
services the Security Police Squadron offer, learn the rules and crime situation for the local area. 

We suggest you keep this information booklet, it will be helpful even after you become 
acquainted with the area. The rear cover lists emergency telephone numbers for easy reference. 
Again, welcome to Reese AFB; if you have any suggestions on how we can improve service 
please let us know. 

Commander, 64th Security ~olic?e Squadron 



SERVICES OFFERED 

The 64th Security Police Squadron offers a wide variety of service:; to the Reese AFB 
community. Below is a listing of these services and a short explanation. The majority of our 
programs are open to military, civilian, and contracting personnel. If you have any questions or 
want further information please call the number listed at the end of' each paragraph. 

1. CRIME STOP: On base residents can report crimes in progress to the Law Enforcement 
Desk through Emergency 91 1. Names of persons reporting crimes through the Crime Stop Line 
are kept anonymous. The Law Enforcement Desk is located in building 500 and is open 24 hours 
a day 7 days a week. (ext. 3333 or 3332 for routine business) 

2. VEHICLE REGISTRATION: Vehicle registration is conducted at the Visitors Center 
(Building 6 1 OO), from 0730-1 600 hours, Monday through Friday. Documents required to 
register a vehicle are, proof of insurance, vehicle registration, and drivers license. (ext. 6261 or 
6652). 

3. OPERATION IDENTIFICATION: A crime prevention program allowing members to 
engrave and catalog their belongings in the event of theft. Engravers are available for issue 24 
hours a day from the Law Enforcement Desk. Unit Crime Prevention Monitors should also have 
engravers available for issue. (ext. 3333 or 3332) 

4. DRUG AWARENESS RESISTANCE EDUCATION (DARE): This Drug Awareness 
Program is taught to children attending the 6th grade at Frenship Intermediate School. The 
Security Police Squadron has two trained DARE instructors offering 17 weeks of drug awareness 
instruction. (ext. 6261) 

5. COURTESY VEHICLE CHECK: If you purchase a new or used vehicle and would like to 
ensure it is free of drugs or paraphernalia contact our Military Working Dog Section. A 
Narcotics Detector Dog team will do a courtesy check of the vehicle. (ext. 3983) 

6. EXPLORER POST: Young adults ages 14 to 21 may be interested in joining our Explorer 
Post. This program allows young people to get first hand experience with the Law Enforcement 
career field. Explorers receive classroom and practical instruction on a wide variety of Law 
Enforcement duties. Some are, day to day posts and responsibiliric:~, field condition operations, 
rappelling, weapons firing and safety, crowd control during air shows, crime prevention, etc. 
(ext. 3333 or 3332) 

7. FIRING RANGE: Periodically, the Combat Arms Training &; Maintenance Section will 
open the weapons range on Saturdays for privately owned weapons firing. Nearly all rifles and 
handguns are permitted on the range. Participants have to supply i~mrnunition and targets. Dates 
will be published in the base paper. (ext. 3848) 



8. HOME WATCH: Patrolmen will do a courtesy check of your on base residence while you 
are away for an extended period of time. If interested in this program stop by the Law 
Enforcement Desk and complete an application. (ext. 3333 or 3332) 

9. CHILD ID: Periodically a Child Identification Operation is conducted at the Base Exchange, 
Child Development Center, or Youth Center. This program allows parents to maintain their 
children's current fingerprints, photos, and other critical data. Dates and locations will be 
published in the base paper. (ext. 6261) 

10. RIDE-A-LONG PROGRAM: Any military member or their dependents interested in 
learning more about the Security Police career field is welcome to join us in a "RIDE-A-LONG." 
Certain rules and restrictions apply so please call in advance. (ext. 3949 or 3612) 

1 1. ENTRY GATES: There are two installation Entry Control Gates at Reese AFB. The Main 
Gate is located directly across from the housing area and is open 24 hours a day. The Industrial 
Gate is located near the Golf Course and is open from 0700-1 700 hours, Monday through Friday. 
( Main Gate, ext. 3694) (Industrial Gate, ext. 3228) 

12. BICYCLE PATROL: To deter crime and increase community involvement, Security 
Police operate a Bicycle Patrol, weather permitting. This patrol primarily operates within the 
housing area. Residents are encouraged to get to know and talk to our patrolmen performing this 
duty and report any suspicious activities or crimes. (ext. 3333) 

13. BICYCLE REGISTRATION: Bicycles are common theft targets and registering bicycles 
is one method to deterring a thief. It also helps police return recovered bicycles. If interested, 
bring the bicycle to the Reese Visitor Center, Bldg 6100, between 0730-1600 hours, Monday 
through Friday. Participants will be issued a permanent decal to affix to the bicycle. (ext. 6652) 

14. TEXAS H.E.A.T.: Texas Help End Auto Theft program is a statewide voluntary vehicle 
registration program whereby decals are affixed to a vehicle to indicate the owner's written 
consent that a police officer may stop the vehicle between the hours of 0100 and 0500 to 
determine vehicle ownership. The Texas Department of Public Safety charges a $2.00 
registration fee. If interested, please contact Security Police Investigations at ext 3999 or stop by 
Bldg 500 between 0730 and 1630 hours, Monday through Friday. 

15. CURFEW: The city of Lubbock recently imposed a curfew for children 16 years old and 
younger. On school nights the curfew is between 2300 and 0600. On other nights the curfew is 
between 2400 and 0600. Reese AFB does not have a curfew policy, however the above 
mentioned times are recommended. 



LOCAL RULES AND REGULATIOINS 

1. HEADLIGHTS: We ask that all motorists dim their headlights when entering the base 
during the hours of darkness. This allows our installation entry cointrollers to see decals more 
clearly and render proper military courtesy. 

2. REVEILLEIRETREAT: Reveille is conducted at 0645 hours and retreat is conducted at 
1645 hours, daily. The playing of the national anthem always accompanies the retreat ceremony, 
Monday through Friday. Vehicle operators should bring their aulomobiles to a complete stop 
during the National Anthem. Pedestrians should stand and render :proper acknowledgment 
during the National Anthem. 

3.  SPEED LIMITS: 

a. 15 MPH - Base Housing 
b. 10 MPH - Parking Lots 
c. 25 MPH - Main Base 
d. 30 MPH - Perimeter Road 

-- POVs on official business only 

4. CITATIONS: 

a. DD Form 1408 
- Issued to active duty only 
- Points assessed against base driving privileges 
- 12 Points in 12 months or 18 in 24 = loss of driving privilege 
- 4 non-moving violations = loss of driving privilege 

b. DD Form 1805 - US District Court Violation Notice 
- Issued to civilians/dependents/contractors 
- Points assessed against base driving privileges 
- Points assessed against state drivers license 
- Fines range from $10 for parking violations to $200 for no insurance 

5.  RADAR DETECTORS: 
- Are permitted on base, but USE IS PROHIBITED. Three points are assessed if found to be 

in operation on base 



6. SEAT BELTS: 
- Mandatory on and off base 
- A child must be in a child safety seat if they are 4 years or younger or the weight of the 

child does not exceed 50 pounds 
- Restraint systems are required only in cars manufactured after model year 1966 
- No person shall operate a truck designed with an "open bed" with passengers under the age 

of 10 riding in the bed. No person will operate a truck with an "open bed" unless all passengers 
above the age of 10 are seated firmly and safely on the bed (not on the wheel-well cover). 

7. DRIVING WHILE INTOXICATED: 

a. Legal limit is . I0 blood/alcohol content on or off base. 
b. No open containers ON BASE 
c. Off-Base may have open container as long as operator is not observed drinking by a Law 

Enf~rcement Officer 
d. Periodic sobriety checks are conducted at the Main Gate 

8. WEAPONS REGISTRATION: 

a. No state requirements for registration off-base 
b. Main Base - must be kept in SP Armory 
c. Base Housing - may be kept in quarters or in SP Armory 
d. While on-base transport unloaded and in cargo compartment 

9. BASE ENTRY POINT CHECKS: The Security Police are tasked to conduct random 
checks of vehicles enteringldeparting the base for contraband. If you or a family member are 
stopped at the gate, please keep in mind that this program is designed to limit theft of OUR 
resources and deter drugs on the installation.. 

10. MOTORCYCLE OPERATION: Contact Unit Motorcycle monitors for information on 
requirements to operate motorcycles. 

1 1. PROHIBITED LISTENING DEVICE: No persons shall wear portable headphones, 
earphones, or other listening (sound-producing) devices while operating a motor vehicle, 
construction equipment, jogging, walking, bicycling, skatinglroller blading, or skateboarding, 
upon or near a street or highway. 

12. IMPLIED CONSENT: Persons accepting installation driving privileges shall be deemed to 
have given their consent to evidential tests for alcohol or other drug content of their blood, 
breath, and/or urine if lawfully stopped, apprehended, or cited for any offense allegedly 
committed while driving or in physical control of a motor vehicle on the installation. Driving 
privileges will be revoked for a mandatory period of not less than 1 year if determined that the 
person lawfully apprehended for intoxicated driving refused to submit to or complete a test to 
measure the alcohol content in the blood, or detect the presence of any other drug. 



13. MOTOR VEHICLE REGISTRATION: A person who live:; or works on a military 
installation or uses the facilities on a regular basis will be required i:o register his or her vehicle. 

14. VISITORS TO REESE AFB: One time visitors will be issued a pass for the period 
required to conduct business but not to exceed 72 hours. If a speci:il activity requires a number 
of guests not affiliated with the military to attend, a listing with the guests names will be 
forwarded to security police operations at least 72 hours prior to the function. As a minimum, 
list the guest's full name and vehicle license plate number. Remirtd all guests, they are required 
to be able to produce drivers license, vehicle registration, and proof of insurance. 



LOCAL CRIME INFORMATION 

1 .  ON-BASE: Because of community involvement and the police services provided, Reese 
AFB has a fairly low crime rate. As with most Air Force bases, the majority of our crimes 
involve damage or theft of property. These crimes occur primarily because owners fail to secure 
their belongings. 

a. Bicycle owners are particularly vulnerable to theft if they fail to secure their bikes. 

b. Although installation entry control warning signs are posted at all entrances warning 
unauthorized people of the federal violation for entering without permission, we have no control 
of access to housing. We ask if you see a suspicious vehicle or door or door solicitation in the 
housing area, call security police immediately at ext. 3333. We haven't experienced a major 
problem of unwelcome guests, but the opportunity exists. Residents should keep this in mind 
and secure their bicycles, lawn furniture, expensive toys, etc., when not in use. 

2. OFF-BASE: Crime in and around Lubbock is increasing with the population growth. At 
present there are nearly 200,000 people living in Lubbock. The types of crimes are similar to 
that in any major city. The majority of violent crimes occur in the eastern section of the city. 
Gang activity is a growing concern with local Law Enforcement agencies. National gangs such 
as "Bloods" as well as local gangs are present in Lubbock,. again primarily in the eastern section 
of town. 

a. Reese AFB members who live off-base are reminded to take precautions to protect their 
property. Make sure doors are locked, valuables are secure, and participate in Operation 
Identification. 

b. When traveling in your vehicle or leaving it unattended, make sure your doors are locked. 

c. To improve police services and deter crime, Lubbock Police Officers are allowed to operate 
their "Police Cruisers" when off-duty. 



POLICE AGENCY TELEPHONE NUMBERS 

Reese Air Force Base Law Enforcement Desk - 885-3333 

Reese Air Force Base Crime Stop Line - 91 1 

Reese Air Force Base Emergency Line - 91 1 

Reese Air Force Base Security Police Complaint Line - 885-3949 

Lubbock City Police Department - 767-2865 

Lubbock County Sheriffs Department - 767-1400 



AMARILU) INT'L. AIRPORT 
10801 AIRPORT BLVD. 
AMARILU), TX 79111 

LUBBOCK INT'L. AIRPORT 
LUBBOCK, TX 79401 

ontiuc Grand Prix 

ONE INCH EWALS APPROXIMATELY 3 MILES 




