
DRAFT 
DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE. FLORIDA 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

Air Force Materiel Command base. It is the home of the Air Force Development Test Center and 
its subordinate 46th Test Wing which flies numerous types of aircraft assigned to perform test 
and evaluation on aircraft armaments/weapons. Another subordinate unit is the 96th Air Base 
Wing which manages and maintains infrastructure resources. Tenant units include the USAF Air 
Warfare Center, 33rd Fighter Wing (F- 15 aircraft), 9th Special Operations Squadron, and the 
Navy's Explosive Ordnance Disposal School. Eglin is also a joint use airfield with commercial 
passenger operations and has a Federal Bureau of Prisons minimum security prison camp. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

'crrr 
Realign the Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) with eight Electronic Combat (EC) 
threat simulator systems and two EC pod systems to Nellis Air Force Base Complex, NV 
Emitter-only systems to support Air Force Special Operations Command, the USAF Air 
Warfare Center, and Air Force Materiel Command Armaments/Weapons Test and Evaluation 
will be retained. 

DOD JUSTIFICATION 

Air Force EC open air range workload requirements can be satisfied by one range. 
Capacity exists at Nellis to absorb EMTE's projected EC workload. 

COST CONSIDERATIONS DEVELOPED BY DOD 

One-Time Costs 
Net Savings During Implementation 
Annual Recurring Savings 
Break-Even Year 
Net Present Value Over 20 Years 

$2.2M 
$6.3M 
$2.6M 
1999 (1 Year) 
$3 1.4M 
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DRAFT 
MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF THIS RECOMMENDATION (EXCLUDES 
CONTRACTORS) 

Baseline 
Military Civilian S- 
7515 4041 O 

Reductions 0 0 0 
Realignments - 27 25. 0 
Total 27 25 0 

MANPOWER IMPLICATIONS OF ALL RECOMMENDATIONS AFFECTING THIS 
INSTALLATION (INCLUDES ON-BASE CONTRACTORS AND STUDENTS) 

Out In Net Gain (Loss) 
Recommendation Military Civilian Military Civilian Military Civilian 

Realign from Eglin to (27) (25) 0 0 (27) (25) 
Nellis 

Realign from Kirtland to 0 0 447 324* 447 324 
Eglin 

TOTAL 

*Includes 103 contractor personnel. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Environmental impact is minimal and ongoing restoration will continue. 

REPRESENTATION 

Governor: Lawton Chiles 
Senators: Bob Graham 

Connie Mack 
Representative: Joe Scarborough 
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ECONOMIC IMPACT 
DRAFT 

Potential Employment Loss: 85 jobs (52 Direct and 33 Indirect) 
Fort Walton Beach MSA Job Base: 86,772 
Percentage: 0.1 percent decrease 
Cumulative Economic Impact (1 994-200 1): 1.3 percent increase 

MILITARY ISSUES 

Relocation to Nellis Air Force Base was not determined considering alternate cross-service 
locations where lower costs or improvements to overall DOD capability might be achieved. 
According to the Test and Evaluation Cross-Service Group, sufficient capacity exists within 
the combined resources of China Lake and Edwards Air Force Base to absorb the workload. 
In February 1995 it was recommended that Air Force perform COBRA analysis for 
relocating all or some of this workload to China Lake and Edwards. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNSIISSUES 

IMV, a community group supporting China Lake, in a letter to DBCRC March 17, 1995, 
expressed concern over Air Force's decision to move certain threat simulators to Nellis rather 

'I' 
than to China Lake. Also concerned over absence of cross-servicing. (contact is Jack 
Connell-6 19-37 1-2722) 

Richard F. Gillis, president of Advanced Logistics Concepts,Inc., Destin, Florida made a 
presentation at the April 4 Birmingham hearing recommending that DBCRC analyze Air 
Force's decision to relocate portion of Eglin's electronic combat capability to Nellis. On 
April 8 we requested Air Force comments on Mr. Gillis' presentation. 

ITEMS OF SPECIAL EMPHASIS 

None. 

Lester C. FarringtonlCross-Service/04/09/95 4:06 PM 
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BASE VISIT REPORT 

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

APRIL 20-21,1995 

LEAD COMMISSIONER: 

N/A-Staff Only Visit 

ACCOMPANYING COMMISSIONER: 

NIA-Staff Only Visit 

COMMISSION STAFF: 

Lester C. Farrington-Cross-Service Team 
Rick DiCamillo-Air Force Team 

Q LIST OF ATTENDEES: 

Air Force Development Test Center-Eglin AFB 

MAJGEN Cranston-Commander 
LTCOL HEALD-Chief, Commander's Action Group 
CAPT Lisa Campbell-Chief of Protocol 
COL Stritmatter-Commander ,46th Test Wing 
LTCOL Higginbotham-Commander, 46th Test Squadron 
COL O'Brien-Commander, 96th Civil Engineer Group 

Edwards Air Force Base 

COL Heidenreich-412th Test Wing; Electronic Warfare Test Directorate 

Air Force Special Operations Command (AFSOC) 

BGEN Higham-Vice Commander 
COL Stevens 
COL Hunker 
COL Massey 
LTCOL Cowing 



USAF Air Warfare Center (AWC) 

COL Yates-Vice Commander 
COL Potter 
COL Dubois 
COL Holoviak 
LT COL Whitler 
COL Hughston 
LTCOL Sarnpson 

BASE'S PRESENT MISSION: 

An AFMC base that performs test and evaluation on aircraft armaments/weapons and electronic 
combat systems. Tenant units include the USAF Air Warfare Center and Special Operations 
Command. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: 

Realign its Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) and send 8 electronic threat simulators 
and 2 pod systems to Nellis AFB. Emitter-only systems to support Special Operations 
Command, Air Warfare Center and armaments/weapons test and evaluation to be retained. 

1 DOD JUSTIFICATION: 

Air Force electronic combat open air range workload requirements can be satisfied by one range. 
In addition, capacity exists at Nellis to absorb Eglin's projected electronic combat workload. 

MAIN FACILITIES REVIEWED: 

Facility Tour 
Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility(GWEF) 
Central Control Facility 
Preflight Integration of Munitions and Electronic Systems (PRIMES)-Hangar 68 
Simulator pod shop 
Future site for Air Force Operational T & E Center (Moving from Kirtland) 

Helicopter Range Tour 
A-30 Threat Site 
Several other threat sites and test areas 

KEY ISSUES IDENTIFIED 

1. New headquarters building and family housing will have to be constructed to accomodate 
AFOTEC. Facilities construction will cost $26 million, which does not include any movement 
of equipment. 



2. AFSOC concerned that the emitters that will remain at Eglin will not meet AFSOC's needs to 

(C evaluate their jamming capabilities. AFSOC can "live with the move" however, it will be more 
difficult and expensive for AFSOC to conduct operations. 

AFSOC believes that having to deploy to the west means that: 
a. New electronic combat systems either will not be tested or will be delayed. 
b. There will be decreased training opportunities. 
c. Fewer assets will be available for war. 
d. Increased T & E costs will result ( $2.7-3.0 milliodyr. added 0 & M ). 

AFSOC's bottom line is "decreased combat capability at higher costs". 

3. AWC very concerned with the movement of electronic combat emitters to the west. Those 
emitters staying at Eglin are not "real" and AWC needs "real" assets to accomplish their 
mission. Following issues were presented : 

a. Increased Costs-$ 1 . 1 million per year TDY; 25 additional people needed; and $1.8 
million increase in MILCON needed at Nellis. 

b. Loss of geographical terrain diversity. 
c. Reduced responsiveness to the testing process. 
d. Access to and capacity of Nellis range may be a problem. 
e. Data will not be adequate for several reasons. 
f. Nellis range operations will impede operationally realistic testing. 

In summary AWC believes if proposed EMTE changes occur, testing will cost more, require 
more people and take more time. Moreover, AWC believes proposed EMTE changes are 
inconsistent with joint BRAC study findings and not supported by analysis of all factors. 

COMMUNITY CONCERNS RAISED: 

NONE at these meetings; however community has raised concerns over the move ( see Gen. 
Richard F. Gillis (USAF, Ret.) discussion and presentation at the Birmingham regional ). 

REOUESTS FOR STAFF AS A RESULT OF VISIT: 



AGEI'!DA 
FVR THE VISIT OF 
i.11: I.ES FARRINGTON 
!,!E RICK DICAMILLO 

A/O 0800 hrs, 20 APR 95 

THURSDAY, 2 0 APRIL 199 5 -- 
A r t -  i t ,<?  ('1.: ; !D;;~~.-I i ' .>7~nty Air Terminal, NW 791 
G~..~. . . ! : .  ,.:- ; , .  . . . : t  cSl:: Jir? Heald  

a .  r ,:I '7~: : :e(! ??eL>pons Evaluation Facility (GWEF) (Bldg 37 

Arr ilre GTYEF 

1130-1200 Air Force De.:l.?lor!)?cnt Test Center Overview Briefing 
- Briefer: M a j  G c n  Cranston 

1200-1205 Break 

1205-1235 E l e c t l - o n i c  C ~ . ~ h n t  Realignment Briefing 
- S r i 9 f e  t-: Ccl !,:ss Heidenrreich 

Working 1,llnch dur-ing briefing 

Other Attendees: 
Col Marry Strittnatter, Commander, 4 6  Test Wing 
Lt Col Jim Heald, Chief, AFDTC Commander's Action Group 
Lt Col R i l l  Higginbotham, Commander, 4 6  Test Squadron 
Maj Bruce Stark, AFDTC Executive Officer 

1240-1300 Depart Tlz in !3~.icf i n q  Room for walking tour of the Guided 
Wenp!?!?s ! Iva!?!; i i :  i.nn Faci 1 ity (GWEF) 
- Tn:.!!. G n l d e  t n i l  3riefer: Mr Ron Russell, Director, Guided 
W e n p : ~ ! ? ~  :.:,val 11.?t. l c  17 Facility 

Dep,3rt for B l d y  3"', Central Control Facility 
~sco l - t cc i  b y :  Col 1-inrry Strittmatter 

1305 A r r i v e  C 2 n t r ~ l  Control Facility 

1305-1325 Tour Central Control Facility/Special Programs Briefing 
- To:!r S:!lcle 7 n ( i  Criefers: Ms Lynda Davila, Test Analyst, 
9 6 t I l  L'~!l-ll'lln ic lr, Icns-Computer Support Group 

Depart for P R c f l i ~ j h t  Integration of Munitions and Electronic 
Systems--PRIr ,!rS !!{angar G 8 )  

Arr ive Pr:.If:IES Fac i  1 i t y  

1330-1350 Tour PRIMES and see mission demonstration 
Brie Fcr: Dave Sciloch 



n ::..- 1 , . - -. , . , I . . . , : .  I . , ~ s e  c?ps and H e l o  'Tour 

. . @c~!:) .:  yq -  .?!. i!c : :c,or r <at- Range Tour. Travel t.o A - 3 0 ,  Threat Si 
(ov (3 r . i  !1: ?f.;.2 l ,?os:: Is1anc.l threat sites) 
F . ~ c o ! ? ~ [ : ~ ~ ? n  1 ,?d 13;' : L"? 1 Harry Strittmatter 

Col bles Neidenreich 
Lt Col Jim Heald 
L t  Col Bill Higginbotham 

T o ~ t r ' s - : n  T h r e a t  S i t e ,  Briefer: Lt Col Bill Higginbotham I 
1500-1545 Travc!  t~ Bas2 Or:s (overfly SWMR, Shallow Water Mine Range; 

B - 7 n ,  A i : - - to -y rcun~J  Bombing and Gunnery Range; C-74, Kinetic 
E ~ I ~ ~ c : \ . J  ? . ~ ~ : ! i i t . ~ ~ : ~ ~  L'cst Facilities; C-72, Hellfire Test Range; 
c-7, kel!~ire Control Facility; C-80, ARENA Test Range; 
C-52, A i ! - - t o - q r c ~ l t ~ d  Test Range; C - 6 4 ,  Chicken Little Warhead 
Test R 2 n q c ;  C - S E A ,  Seeker T e s t  & E v a l u a t i o n  Facility, also 
k n o ~ ~ n  as Chicken I,ittle; and D-51, Navy Explosive Ordnance 
Disposal School) 

1545 Arrive Base Opcr>tions 

1550 T r a v e l  to R l c l c j  9 6 1 ,  Simulator Pod shop I 
1555-1605 S P ~  I-?(.] irc: 3 1 - 2  ! !!IAIJK, S A D S V I  , ARTIS) I 

161.0-1640 Prescnt,?tion on AFOTEC siting 
Briefer: Brent Canbden 

1640-1730 Discussion Time/Question and Answers 
Attendees: 
Col Marry Str i t t m t t e r  
Col Dave O'brien 
Lt Col .J !?I Hea 1c1 
L t  Coi R o h  Acosta 
Lt C o  l J3 i 11 H iqq i nho tham 
Mr Ron  Ri.issel 
Mr DTI' .-~ :;c-.!~oc:h 
Mr- Brcnr C a ~ l j r l e n  
M r  C h ~ . i . . :  S n i c l e t -  

1730 Travel t.:3 D i l l c t i ! ? g ,  drive by possible AFOTEC BLDG site 

P e r s c n n ?  l'i!:c 

F R I D A Y ,  21 APRIL L O t ! '  .. --. - 1 
Pic:!:  l i p  . :'o- ?i. l '; :.:. iny, travel to AFSOC, Hurlburt AFB . . E:;(:c: ~ ( 3 , :  ,I\:, : f . . - ,  -.- . . ? . l i k e  Buck 

C':l : : t  L i s a  Campbell 



i . ~ :  .?, i :' : : '7 , . : . ; : :? ( . !0  : j r i e r . i n g  Room 
G I-. -., , -, v i , . .,. : . , - I . $  .> . .  . . 1:: i ,  Vice Commander, AFSOC 

OSOO-0900 AI-:-L.:-' :, ,,,- . : . . ..:., ... . . ,- . -. . , -  .. a - , .  . .  :l~le::t i o n s  and answers 
R I- i :-. !. -. .! ; . .,- : , .. I ' : ! i n  1 8 t h  F l i g h t  Test Sq Commander 

Dep.lr-t ! T:- L!.';,:.r A i r .  !?arfare Center, Bldg 351 

Arr .i::c !'.'::?FAI.:C, R!c?g 3 5 1 
Grcct :?d  i:;.: C?l i l S c ~ l d "  Yates ,  Vice Commander, AWC 

A!;IC -,.c:'~::t::l: , c luest ions and ans;.lers 

1030 Dep ! : .  : ! .:I- ?;,:,I i c:.!.;.: Cou1:ty A i r p o r t  I 
PROJECT OFFICER:  Lt Col Ja!3cs R. Heald ( J i m ) ,  AFDTC/CCX 

C h i e f  , Coramander's Action Group 
D:lty Phone: DSM 872-5471 (Commercial 904-882) 
Home P h o n e :  ( 3 0 4 )  897-3330 
F A X :  DSIJ 872-9651 

PROTOCOL OFFICER:  C.2p t  L i s ?  Campbell  
'\FDTC Cl:i?f  o f  P ro toco l  
. ? : (DSPT) 872-3011/2197 
: F ! (90-1 ) 

*:! I t l [ , ' , l Y  1304 )  592-5001 





WELCOME 
TO 

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE 

Home of the Air Force Develo~ment Test Center 





EGLIN AT A GLANCE 

LARGEST AIR FORCE BASE 

45 DOD ACTIVITIES 

- AIR FORCE 

- ARMY 

- NAVY 

FEDERAL PRISON CAMP 

COAST GUARD 



AIR FORCE 
DEVELOPMENT TEST SITES 



AIR SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT TEST SITES 
A DELIBERATE CHOICE 

LOW CLUlTER 
BACKGROUND 

LAKEBED RUNWAY 

CAREFUL STUDY - DELIBERATE CHOICES 
REMOTENESS 

1945 VON KARMAN 
1951 DOOLITTLE, BOUNDY 
1964-1968 DEMLER 81 KUCHEMAN NONNUCLEAR AIR ARMAMENT 
1981-1989 SAB AND DEFENSE SCIENCE BOARD 

1 1994 T&E BOARD OF DIRECTORS I 



USAF ACQUISITION PRODUCTS 
THE LAST 25 YEARS 



R&D PROGRAM OFFICES DT&E OT&E 

WRIGHT LAB ASC AFDTC AWC 
AFOTEC 

RDT&E 
11111111111111 RANGE COMPLEX' lllmlllllllllll 

OPERATIONS 
. 

I 
ARMY NAVY AIR FORCE 

6TH RANGER NAVSCOLEOD 33 FW 
TRAINING BATTALION AFSOC 

919 SOW 
20 SSS 



WRIGHT LAB 
nsc - .  

mmmmlllllmmlllmmll ~ H I Y U C  UWIVI~LICA 

1, -I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 m m 1 1 m m m 1 m m 1  

OPERATIONS 

ARMY 
/ / 

NAVY 



EGLIN IS A BUSY PLACE 
FY94 

TEST FACILITY HOURS 250,277 
TEST & TNG SORTIES 57,760 
FORMAL TNG CLASSES 491 

PEOPLE TRAINED 9,894 
.' 

TEST USERS 

AFDTC ALLIED 
AWC EC (BELGIANS, GERMANS, 
AFOTEC BRITISH, TURKS, 

NAVCOASTSYSCEN CANADIANS, ITALIANS, 

NAVSURWPNSCEN & FRENCH) 

MlCOM 

MSlC 

FSTC 

LOCKHEED 

OTI 

MUNITIONS TEST (BRITISH, 
ISRAELI, NORWEGIANS) 

OTHERS (ARMY, NAVY, FBI, 

CIA, ETC. 

BRITISH AEROSPACE 

GERMAN AdBB 

TRAINING USERS 

33d FW 

325th FW 
347th RN 

16th SOW 

919th SOW 

NATIONAL GUARD 

(AL, FL, IL, MD, MI) 

ARMY RANGERS 

NAVY EOD SCHOOL 

NAVY LAND SURVIVAL SCHOOL 

OTHERS (ARMY, NAVY, 

AIR FORCE, FOREIGN) 



EGLlN IS A 
24 HOUR A DAY OPERATION 

SCHEDULED MISSION1 ACTIVITIES 

0100 0200 0300 0400 0500 0600 0700 0800 0900 1000 1100 1200 1300 1400 1500 1600 1700 1800 1900 2000 2100 2200 2300 2400 

FY94 0000 

EXCLUDING WEEKENDS AND HOLIDAYS MAXIMUM AVERAGE 
011 167 BG-5/96 



CURRENT & PROJECTED 
BUSINESS OVERVIEW 

NON 
C41 DOD 
8OfO 2% OTHER 

EC SERV AIR 
3% VEHICLES 

ARMAMENT1 WEAPONS 

f&JJh 
5 O/o 

TRAINING 
4 Ofo 

, L 

BRAC CERTIFIED 
DATA 

NON 

\ ARMAMENT1 WEAPONS 1 

FY2010 PROJECTED 

049906 BG-11/95 



R&D PROGRAM OFFICES DT&E OT&E 

WRIGHT LAB ASC AFDTC AWC 
AFOTEC 

l l l l l l l l l l l  

ARMY NAVY AIR FORCE 

6TH RANGER NAVSCOLEOD 33 FW 
TRAINING BATTALION AFSOC 

919 SOW 
20 SSS 

018316 BG-7/95 





EGLlN LAND RANGE 
463,448 ACRES 



EGLlN LAND RANGES 



ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (.@J 
(EMTE) %;&, , - .& 

wfl 



AWARD WINNING 
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

NATURE CONSERVANCY'S 
PRESIDENTS CONSERVATION 
AWARD (1993) 

FLORIDA CHAPTER OF 

AWARD (1993) 

DoD NATURAL RESOURCES 
CONSERVATION AWARD 
(1 993) 



AIRSPACE AVAILABLE WITHIN 48 HOURS 
122,817 SQ STATUTE MILES TOTAL 

ON REQUEST 

OlllM2 7195v 

GULF OF MEXICO - EGLlN AIRSPACE 
89,732 SQ STATUTE MI 

--------- ADDITIONAL AIRSPACE 
33,085 SQ STATUTE MI 



EGLlN AIRSPACE 



AIRSPACE AVAILABLE WITHIN 48 HOURS 
122,817 SQ STATUTE MILES TOTAL 

GULF OF MEXICO - EGLlN AIRSPACE 
89,732 SQ STATUTE MI 

--.------ ADDITIONAL AIRSPACE 
33,085 SQ STATUTE MI 

1111111111111 

IM3:0111 M I  7195V 





TOMAHAWK PROFILE 

GULF OF MEXICO 

- EGLlN TEST AIRSPACE 

= --- TOMAHAWK ROUTE 
030909 BG 9195V 



AIR-TO-SURFACE RANGE 
AGM-130C PROFILE 

12-15 NM RANGE 

EGLlN RANGE 

- - -  AGM-130 FLIGHT PATH 

11111-1 SAFETY FOOTPRINT 

027868 BG- 18/94 



OPEN AIR RANGE 
ELECTRONIC COMBAT PROFILE 

* - * * - w - * - , . *  AIRCRAFT TEST PROFILE 



CAPITAL ASSETS 

EQUIPMENT 
$1,500,000,000 

INFRASTRUCTURE 
$2,600,000,000 

FACILITIES 
$2,800,000,000 



CAPITAL ASSETS 

GHfEF 
REPL VALUE: $157.5M 

PRIMES 
REPL VALUE: $195.7M 

CLIMATIC 
LAB 

REPL VALUE: $302.OM 



AIRFIELD CAPACITY 

HANGER SPACE: 768,844 SQ FT 

WAREHOUSE SPACE: 
543,475 SQ FT 

- CONTROLLED: 4' 

ASSAULT (DIRT) RUNWAYS: 3 

'INCLUDES HURLBURT FIELD 

TOTAL RAMP SPACE: 
8,495,213 SQ FT 

CURRENTLY SUPPORTING 137 AIRCRAFT ASSIGNED 

034652 BG-9/95 



R&D PROGRAM OFFICES DT&E OT&E 

WRIGHT LAB - 404 ASC - 782 AFDTC - 7274 AWC - 870 
AFOTEC - 59 

RDT&E 
11111111-11111 PEOPLE - 21,803*' 111111111111111 

OPERATIONS 

I 
ARMY NAVY AIR FORCE 

6TH RANGER NAVSCOLEOD 33 FW - 2267 
TRAINING BATTALION 272 AFSOC - 7577 

156 919 SOW - 1713 
20 SSS - 144 

* TOTAL INCLUDES 285 FROM ADDITIONAL ASSOCIATE UNITS 
018301 BG-7/95 





PEOPLE 

< 10 YRS 
47% 

BACHELORS 
17% 

9% ASSoC~AT~'x MASTERS 

HIGH SCHOOL 
59% 

EXPERIENCE EDUCATION LEVEL 



TEAM EGLIN 
PROVIDING WEAPONS THAT WORK 

1 

REQUIREMENT 

DCESS h 





T&E IS A 
SCIENTIFIC PROCESS 

HOW IS IT BUILT ? 

MODELING & 
SIMULATION MEASUREMENT 

TESTING 

HOW DOES IT WORK ? 

SYSTEM 
INTEGRATION 

TESTING THE-LOOP 
(HWIL) 

TESTING 
INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS 
TESTING 

IS IT 
EFFECTIVE? 

OPEN AIR 
RANGE 

TESTING 



TEST PROCESS 

MUNITIONS/ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST PROCESS TIME 

049905 BG-11/95 



MUNITIONS TEST PROCESS 

MODELING 4% 

MEASUREMENT 

FREEMAN 
SIGNATURE/ 

SCIENCES SEEKER 
CENTER MEASUREMENT 

MASS 
PROPERTIES 
MEASURING 
FAClLlN 

HARDWARE-IN 

(CONTRACTOR 
TESTING 

FACILITIES) GWEF 

TERMINAL EFFECTS 
RANGE 

ARENAS 

FUZE TEST 

INSTALLED 

I I :;:;::: I 
PRIMES 

FACILITY GWEF-PRIMES 

KINETIC ENERGY LINK 
MUNITION TEST 
FACILITY TEST 
SLED TRACKS FACILITY 

GUNS 81 
AMMUNITION 
TEST FACILITIES 

OPEN AIR 
RANGE 

TESTING 

SURFACE- 
TO- 
SURFACE 
RANGES 

AIR-TO- 
SURFACE 
RANGES 

AIR-TO- 
AIR 
RANGES 



SYSTEMS IN DEVELOPMENT 

MUNITIONS 

CURRENT NEAR TERM 

AGM-130C JDAM P31 
AGM-130/IDL F-22IAMRAAM P31 
GBU-28 AIM-9X 
LONGBOW THAAD 

JDAM I 

JSOW 
PATRIOT 
AMRAAM 
ASRAAM 
PGM COUNTERMEASURES 

SEEK EAGLE 



ELECTRQNIC COMBAT 
TEST PRQCESS 

FREEMAN 
COMPUTER 

SIGNATURE/ 
CENTER SEEKER 

MEASUREMENT (CONTRACTOR 
FACILITIES) 

R A M S I R A T S C A T  GWEF 

AFEWES PRIMES 

REDCAP EMTE 



SYSTEMS IN DEVELOPMENT 

CURRENT 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT C41 - 
TESS.A JSTARS 

EFml l lA  SIP JTlDS 

F-15 TEWS AWACS 

MC-130/AC-130U CIS 
JAMMING PODS 

AFMSS 
ALR-56M 

ATRJ 

F-15 RADAR (APG-63) 

COMBAT SURVIVOR 
EVADER LOCATER 

HARM TARGETTING SYSTEM 



INSTALLED SYSTEMS TESTING 
EF-111A 



EMTE RANGE 
EF-111 A PROFILE 



MISS DISTANCE 
BOTTOM LINE IN EC TESTING 

8 
A = RGPO MGM = LOS 
AM = MANUAL MTM = ASSIGN 
RM = MANUAL 

RANGE EAST (KM) 
-1 6 -8 0 8 16 

16 
GROUND RANGE 

(KM) 

h 16 
B 

= 8 -  z 
0 
Z 
w 0 -  
a 
2 

- 8 -  

32 RADAR 

I I I 1 



SUPPORTING 
FUTURE WARFIGHTER NEEDS 

REPLICATE OPERATIONAL WORLD 

NATURAL 
- PHYSICAL SPACE 

- CLIMATE 

- TERRAIN/VEGETATlON 

CAPITAL ASSETS 
- CONTROLLED/ARTIFICIAL ENVIRONMENTS 

- PRECISION DATAIMEASUREMENT 



OPERATIONAL FACTORS 
PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

LOWLANDS 
25% LOW HILLS 50% FORESTED 

90% MOUNTAINS 
AND HIGH ARID 

20% BARREN 
MOLlNTAlNS 10% CULTIVATED 

PLATEAUS AND 

COAST LANDS 



REPLICATING THE 
OPERATIONAL WORLD 

I... /." 

SIMULATED ENVIRONMENTS OUTDOOR RANGES 

ELECTROMAGNETIC WSMR 

ALL OBSCURANT CLUlTER 
ALL FREQUENCIES DESERT 
(DC - LIGHT) DRY 
CLUTTER 

CLIMATIC EGLlN 

- 65 deg TO + 165 deg CLUTTER 
SNOW, RAIN, FOG HIGH-HUMIDITY 
DUST, SALT FOG RAIN 

WATER/ 
VEGETATION 



REPLICATING THE 
OPERATIONAL WORLD 
NATURAL ATTRIBUTES 

PROTECTED SPACE 
V GRAVITY WEAPONS (5x10) 

r/ PGM (10x50) 
I/ STANDOFF (50x150) 
V CRUISE (50x1000) 
J AIR-TO-AIR 
v SRM (1 0x1 0) 
V MRM (10x30) 
r/ LRM (50x150) 

V TMD 

TERRAIN 
MOUNTAINS 

J FORESTIJUNGLE 
V LOWLAND (CULTIVATED) 

DESERT 
V SEA 
J SWAMPIRIVERINE 

TEMPERATURE 
> 95°F 

J 82°F - 95°F 
J < 32°F 

o HUMIDITY (MOISTURE CONTENT) 
J r 10 gmlcublc meters 
J r 15 gmlcubic meters 
J r 20 grnlcubic meters 

I/ RAIN 

SNOW 

CEILING 
r /  5 1,000 ft 
J 1,000-14,000 ft 
J 1 14,000 ft 

VISIBILITY 
J r 1 mile 
I/ 1-3 miles 
J r 3 miles 



REPLICATING THE 
OPERATIONAL WORLD 

CAPITAL ASSETS 
ATTRIBUTES 

TARGETS SYSTEMS INTEGRATION 

AERIAL 

FULL SCALE 

SUB SCALE 

MOBILE 

ARMOR 

VEHICLE 

CRITICAL MOBILE TARGETS 

SEA 

MODELING AND SIMULATION 
MEASUREMENT 

PRECISION MEASUREMENT FAC 

AIRBORNE 

GUN BALLISTICS 

EO 

IR 

MMW 

GROUND 

GUN BALLISTICS 

EO 

IR 

MMW 

WARHEAD PERFORMANCE 

FUZE PERFORMANCE 

GUIDANCE AND CONTROL 
WARHEAD AND FUZE 
AIRCRAFT WEAPON INTERFACE 
HWlL 

EO 
IR 
RF 
MMW 
LASER 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS 
EMCJEMI 
CLIMATIC 
ECCM 
OPEN AIR RANGE SUPPORT 
TSPl 
TM 
DRONE CONTROL 
CENTRAL CONTROL 

SAR 
ECM 

GROUND 
AIRBORNE 

INSTRUMENTED IMPACT AREAS 
GROUND 

GROUND 
SEA 



BOTTOM LINE 
EGLlN HAS THE RESOURCES TO 

SUPPORT THE WARFIGHTER'S NEEDS 

3 
REQUIREMENT 

I 



THE BUSINESS CHALLENGE 
REDUCE THE BURDEN ON DOD BUDGET 

WHILE PRESERVING CRITICAL RESOURCES 

NATURAL n 



FY95 AFDTC FUNDING 

PERCENT 

PEOPLE KTR 
svcs 

SUPPLY CAPITAL EQUIP OTHER 
INV 

049903 BG-9195~ 



TEST PARADIGMS 
FOR THE FUTURE 

GROUND SIMULATION VICE FLIGHT TEST 

- SAVES 175 SORTIES PER YEAR IN 
SUSTAINMENT TESTING 

MODELING AND SIMULATION 

- "BETTER TEST DESIGN" - UP TO 
80% SORTIES SAVINGS IN SEEK EAGLE 

TEST FLEET PRODUCTIVITY 

- REDUCE FLEET BY 30% WHILE 
MAINTAINING OUTPUT 



Test Fleet Productivity 

% 
30 - UTE Rate 

Excess A/C 
16 - 

10 14 - 
12 - 11 

~ 7 1 1 ~ ~ 1 1 ~ 1 ~ 1 ~ ~ ~ 1 1 1 , 1 , 1 , , ,  p- 
D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D  8 ,  7 11% Savings 

93 94 
6 - 4 

1 1 1 , # 1 , , , , , , ~ ~ , ~ 1 1 , 1 ~  

D J F M A M J J A S O N D J F M A M J J A S O N D  
93 94 

Mil Pers $ 
030908 BG-9/95 



COMMUNITY IS PART 
OF TEAM EGLlN 

LINKED BY SHARED COMMON VALUES 



CONCLUSION 

EGLlN IS A STRONG LINK 
IN THE NATION'S SECURITY STRUCTURE 

DIVERSE MISSION - SCIENCE; DESIGN ENGINEERING; 
TEST & EVALUATION; AND OPERATIONAL TRAINING 

- MOST COMPLETE MUNITIONS TEST COMPLEX IN DoD 

UNIQUE NATURAL RESOURCES - UNMATCHED SIZE AND 
PHYSIOGRAPHY WITH ROOM TO EXPAND 

STRQNG COMMUNITY SUPPORT 







ELECTRONIC COMBAT (EC) 
TEST AND EVALUATION (T&E) REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS 

COL WES HElDENRElCH 
20 APRIL 1995 



PURPOSE 

PROVIDE BRAC RATIONALE 
FOR EC T&E REALIGNMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS 



OUTLINE 

AF EC T&E CAPABILITIES 

REDCAP 

AFEWES 

EMTE 

SUMMARY 
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w 
AIR FORCE EC 

T&E CAPABILITIES 

MODELS AND SIMULATIONS 
9, EGLIN, FL 
9 NELLIS RANGE COMPLEX, NV 
,+ AFEWES, FT WORTH, TX 

MEASUREMENT FACILITIES: HOLLOMAN AFB, NM 

INTEGRATION LABORATORY: EDWARDS AFB, CA 

HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP TEST FACILITIES 
9 AFEWES, FT WORTH, TX 
9 REDCAP, BUFFALO, NY 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS TEST FACILITY 

9 EDWARDS AFB, CA 

OPEN AIR RANGE 

9 EGLIN AFB, FL 
9 NELLIS RANGE COMPLEX, NV 

CAPCOLIP PIT 4 



HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP 

,, REAL-TIME ELECTROMAGNETIC DIGITALLY CONTROLLED 
ANALYZER AND PROCESSOR (REDCAP), BUFFALO, NY 
AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION 
SIMULATOR (AFEWES), FT WORTH, TX 

OPEN AIR RANGE 

$9 ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (EMTE), EGLlN 
AFB, FL 



OUTLINE 

AF EC T&E CAPABILITIES - REDCAP 

AFEWES 

EMTE 

SUMMARY 



w 

REDCAP PROPOSAL 

CAPCOhlP PPT 20 

RELOCATE APPROXIMATELY 50% OF REDCAP 
CAPABILITIES TO EDWARDS AFB, CA 

INTEGRATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP AND INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES 



w 

REDCAP RATIONALE 

LOW PROJECTED WORKLOAD (10% OF CAPACITY) 

BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE IS DUPLICATED AT OTHER T&E 
FACILITIES 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ELSEWHERE 

INCREASES T&E CAPABILITIES FOR INTEGRATED AVIONIC 
SUITES 

SAVES I&M AND O&M FUNDS 

CO-LOCATES GROUND AND OPEN AIR CAPABILITIES FOR 
SYNERGISM 

NON-CORE T&E ACTIVITY 

CAP-COhfP PPT 8 



9 I 4 1 1 

NUMBER OF SYSTEMS 



OUTLINE 

AF EC T&E CAPABILITIES 

REDCAP 

AFEWES 

EMTE 

SUMMARY 



w 

AFEWES PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE APPROXIMATELY 65% OF AFEWES 
CAPABILITIES 

9, RADIOFREQUENCY CAPABILITIES TO EDWARDS AFB, 
CA 
INFRARED CAPABILITIES TO EGLlN AFB, FL ( v h x  &'E@ 

INTEGRATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP AND INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES 



. w  w 

AFEWES RATIONALE 

LOW PROJECTED WORKLOAD (28% OF CAPACITY) 

BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE DUPLICATED ELSEWHERE 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED 
ELSEWHERE 

INCREASES T&E CAPABILITIES FOR INTEGRATED 
AVIONIC SUITES 

SAVES I&M AND O&M FUNDS 

CO-LOCATES GROUND AND OPEN AIR CAPABILITIES 
FOR SYNERGISM 

NON-CORE T&E ACTIVITY 



CAP-COMP PFT I 2  

AFEWES UTILIZATION 
FY 92-94 



OUTLINE 

AF EC T&E CAPABILITIES 

REDCAP 

AFEWES 

EMTE 

SUMMARY 



EMTE PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE 10 THREAT SIMULATORS TO NELLIS RANGE 
COMPLEX 

RETAIN 12 EMITTER-ONLY SYSTEMS AT EGLlN FOR 
TRAINING AND MUNITIONS TESTING 

EXCESS REMAINING 28 SYSTEMS 

C A P M M P  PPT I t  



EMTE RATIONALE 

PROVIDES MORE OPERATIONALLY REALISTIC T&E 
CAPABILITIES 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED 
ELSEWHERE 

9, SYSTEMS ARE 90% DUPLICATIVE 

SAVES I&M AND O&M FUNDS 

CAP-COUP PPT 6 



- - -  - 

'Irr(ll dt 

FORCE OPEN AIR EC RANGES 

NELLIS RANGE COMPLEX, NV 

9, DESIGNATED AS A BRAC RECEIVER SITE 

ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (EMTE), 
EGLlN AFB, FL' 

BRAC FUNCTIONAL VALUE = 65 



EWlGCl EWlGCl EWlGCl 
DETECT TRACK ID 

I 
A A A 

EWlGCI 
HAND-OFF ACQ 

ACQ cT IDITRACK 

SHOOTER 
DETECT 

IDITRACK 

ENGAGE 

CAP-COLIP PF'T I J A - N ~  " 



CAPABILITIES COMPARISON 
(TYPESINUMBER) 

TYPE SIMULATOR B - 

SHOOTERS 19/53 16143 
RECIREW 611 I 111 
EWIACQIGCI I 5159 511 3 
C* 2711 25 010 
ACFT 311 2 010 
AIA MISSILES 511 0 010 

TOTAL 751270 22/57 

ACTUAL. 86% 30% 

CAP-COUP PIT I4  



w 

ADVANTAGES 

SECURITY 

DEPTH AND BREADTH 

TYPES AND NUMBERS OF SYSTEMS 

NETTING 

PROXIMITY TO GROUND TEST CAPABILITIES 

DECREASED COSTS AND CONCERNS TO SOME 
CUSTOMERS 

CAP-COMP PIT 16 



w 

\\P) 
DISADVANTAGES \dlJb 

LIMITED VARIATION IN TOPOGRAPHY dl 

INCREASED COSTS AND CONCERNS TO SOME 
CUSTOMERS 

X 
w- 

C 



AF EC T&E CAPABILITIES 

REDCAP 

AFEWES 

EMTE 

0 SUMMARY 

OUTLINE 



w 

SUMMARY 

REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS REDUCE NUMBER OF 
ACTIVITIES SUPPORTING EC T&E 

CO-LOCATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP AND INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES FOR INCREASED CAPABILITY 
TO EVALUATE INTEGRATED AVIONIC SUITES 

PROVIDES MORE OPERATIONALLY REALISTIC OPEN AIR 
TEST ENVIRONMENT 

SAVES OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) AND 
IMPROVEMENT AND MODERNIZATION (I&M) FUNDS 



STEADY 20 ,/ 
.it 

1-TIME STATE YEAR 
COST SAVINGS SAVINGS 

REDCAP $1.7M $O.SMNR $11M 

AFEWES $5.8M $0.8MNR $5.8M 

EMTE . $2.2M $2.6MNR $31.4M 





USAFAWC PERSPECTIVES ON 
PROPOSED EMTE CHANGES 

Lt Col Scott Sampson 
16 Test Squadron 
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OVERVIEW 

USAFAWC Mission 

USAFAWC Electronic Combat (EC) Testing 

Where USAFAWC Conducts EC Tests 

How USAFAWC Uses EMTE 

Impact On USAFAWC Of Moving EMTE 

Summary 
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USAFAWC MISSION 

Air Combat Command Professionals 
Continuously Improving The Combat Air 

Force's Weapons, Systems, And Their 
Employment Through Testing, Training, 

And Evaluation 

18Apr-3 
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USAFAWC UNITS 

EC OT8ETTDBE MunitionslAvionics 
OT&E/TD&E 

RadarlEC Testing 
Radar Test Fac A-G WSEP 

TACCSF Support Testing 
(Kirtland) Simulator Mgt 

Bomber Testing 

DTBE Support 

Most of the EC testing conducted on the Electromagnetic Test Environment 
(EMTE) open air range is performed by the 68th Electronic Combat Group. 
However, the four Groups work together on most of the tests. Note the Radar 
Test Facility is run by the 475th Weapons Evaluation Group. The 79th Test 
and Evaluation Group provides aircraft for EC tests and conducts operational 
tests of aircraft avionics, munitions, and radar. The 505th conducts 
operational tests of command and control capability. 

A-A WSEP: Air-to-Air Weapon System Evaluation Program 

C2: Command and Control - 
Blue Flaq: Command and Control training exercise for senior commanders 

AGOS: USAF Air Ground Operations School--Hurlburt AFB, FL 
RADES: Radar Evaluation Squadron--Hill AFB, UT 

TACCSF: Theater Air Command and Control Simulation Facility--Kirtland 
AFB, NM 
Green Flaq: Electronic combat employment exercise conducted at Nellis 

EWAS: Electronic Warfare Aggressor Squadron 

A-G WSEP: Air-to-Ground Weapon System Evaluation Program 
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
What We Test 

Radar Warning Receivers 

Countermeasures Dispensers (ChafflFlare) 

Jamming Systems 

Lethal Suppression Of Enemy Air Defenses (SEAD) Systems 

CAF Aircraft EC Employment Tactics 

18Apr-5 
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
Types Of EC Tests 

Follow-On Test And Evaluations (FOT&E) 
-- EC System Software And Mission Data Updates 

Tactics Development And Evaluation (TD&E) 
-- Fighter And Bomber Platforms 

Operational Utility Evaluation (OUE) 
- Demonstration Of Emerging EC Technology 

Foreign Materiel Exploitations (FME) 
-Assess Current Operational EC Capability 

Electronic Warfare Aggressor Squadron (EWAS) Tests 
-Assess Current Readiness Of Fielded EC Systems 

i8Apr -6  

FOT&E: Used to refine the estimates made during initial operational test and 
evaluation, evaluate changes and verify correction of deficiencies, assist in tactics 
development, and to reevaluate the system to ensure that it continues to meet 
operational needs and retains its effectiveness and suitability in a new environment or 
against a new threat. Normally conducted by the using command. 

TD&E: The formal portion of a Combat Air Forces tactics development program 
designed to fully exploit a system's capabilities. It includes the research, analysis, 
development, test, and evaluation of specific employment tactics against anticipated 
threats. The using command conducts TD&E using the same standards as FOT&E. 

u: Applies to operational tests which are outside the scope of a normal OT&E test. 
OUEs are not limited to, but may be conducted to validate a concept or expand the 
mission of an existing (perhaps modified) weapon system to a different role or 
mission. Typically HQ USAF-directed and AFOTEC or MAJCOM conducted and are 
specifically limited in time and scope. 

m: Operational tests designed to assess current combat capabilities of all 
Combat Air Forces aircraft against newly acquired foreign threat systems. 

EWAS: Squadron deploys to operational units and uses emitter simulators to assess 
current readiness of aircraft EC systems. 
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F-15 
F-I 6 
RF-4C 
F-4G 
A-1 OA 
EF-I 1 1 A 
E-3A 

USAFAWC EC TESTING 
Aircraft Supported 

l a m - 7  
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
EC Systems Supported 

Radar Warning Receivers Lethal SEAD 
- ALR46 - ALR-62V4 - HARM 
-- ALRS6AIBIC - ALR-56M - HARM Targeting System (HTS) 
- ALR-62V6 - ALR-69 - Aircraft Launcher Interface Computer (ALIC) 
- System 27 -- AWACS ESM -- APR47 

Countermeasures Dispensers Jammers 
- ALE-20 - ALQ-131 -- ALQ-155 - ALE-40 - ALQ-135 -- ALQ-172 - ALE45 -- ALQ-137 -- ALQ-173 
- ALE47 -- ALQ-184 -- ALQ-175 -- ALQ-188 -- ALQ-198 

-- System 29 -- ALQ-161 -- ALQ-99 

18Apr-8 

USAFAWC develops and tests mission data for the EC systems listed 
on the slide. We update and test this mission data on a recurring basis 
to counter routine threat changes and meet new operational 
requirements. We have a wartime mission to rapidly reprogram, test, 
and field mission data for the EC systems listed above to counter threat 
radar changes. 

USAFAWC also conducts OT&E tests of the system software for the 
EC systems listed on the slide. We conduct these tests for recurring 
block cycle updates and make fielding recommendations. These tests 
continue throughout the life cycle of the weapon system. 
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
Where USAFAWC Conducts EC Testing 

EMTE Range 
13.5% Integration Labs 

48.0% 

Other Ranges 
8-52 Lab 

27.5% 

Hardware-in-the- 
Integrated 

System Test a ar es acl I y 
Facilities 

2.0% 
AFEWES 

lam-s 

Values In Chart Are Percentage Of Time Expended On Each EC Test Activity Ifi 
Relation To All USAFAWC EC Testing. 

USAEPG: United States Army Electronic Proving Grounds--Ft Huachuca, AZ 
UTTR: Utah Test Range--Hill AFB, UT 
WSMR: White Sands Missile Range--White Sands, NM 
PRIMES: Preflight lntegration of Munitions and Electronic Systems--Eglin AFB, FL 
Radar Test Facility: Tyndall AFB, FL 
RFSS: Radio Frequency Simulation System--Redstone Arsenal, AL 
GWEF: Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility--Eglin AFB, FL 
AFEWES: Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator--Ft Worth, TX 
Hangar 46: Wright Laboratories, Wright Patterson AFB, OH 
EWAISF: Electronic Warfare Avionics lntegration Support Facility--Robins AFB, GA 
REWST: Reprogrammable Electronic Warfare Systems Test--Offutt AFB, NE 
16TS EC Shop: Eglin AFB, FL 
TEWS Lab: Tactical Electronic Warfare Suite Laboratory--Eglin AFB, FL 
EMTE: Electromagnetic Test Environment--Egiln AFB, FL 
6-52 Lab: Offutt AFB, NE 

Page 9 



USAFAWC EC TESTING 
How USAFAWC Conducts EC Tests 

Aircraft EC Systems And Threat Radars Instrumented 

Conduct EC Tests In Operationally Realistic Environment 

Merge lnflight EC System Data With Threat Data 

Analyze Results To Determine Operational Performance 

a Use Projectile Flyout Models To Analyze Self-Protection 
Effectiveness When Available 

t e r n - l o  
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
How USAFAWC Uses EMTE 

Ground Tests 
- Typically 1 Versus 1 

- Mission Data Evaluations For EC Systems 
- OpenlClosed Loop 

- ECM Technique Optimization 

Flight Tests 

- Typically 1 Versus Many 

- Mission Data And System Software Evaluations 

- EC Employment Tactics Evaluations 

- OpenlClosed Loop 

raw-ir 

Open loop tests involve measuring the response of the radar or the EC 
system without examining projectile flyout. 

Closed loop tests involve capturing threat radar tracking errors in 
response to EC systems and using these to inject into projectile flyout 
models to generate miss distance data. 
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USAFAWC EC TESTING 
1994 EC Testing At Each Range 

Radar Test 
Facility 
0.9% 

Nellis Complex 
14% 

ICTUS NICKEL - 
Nellis Complex 

44% 

This slide represents the open air test ranges where USAFAWC conducted 
EC tests in calendar year 1994. It also shows the percentage of our total EC 
open air range testing conducted at each range for CY94. 

Radar Test Facilitv: Tyndall AFB, FL 

China Lake: Navy Electronic Warfare Threat Environment Range 

USAEPG: United States Army Electronic Proving Grounds--Ft Huachuca, AZ 

EMTE: Electromagnetic Test Environment--Eglin AFB, FL 
Nellis: EC Open Air Range at Nellis AFB, NV 
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IMPACT OF EMTE MODIFICATION 

17 EC Assets Projected To Move 

SA-2E SA-11 

SA-3 SA-11 M 
SA-4 IHawk Pod 

SA-6 Roland 
SA-GM Flycatcher 

SA-6 Pod Flapwheel 
SA-8 Gundish (4) 

Most Valuable Threat Simulators Unavailable For Rapid Testing At EMTE 
AFMC Position Is Remaining 12 EC Assets Will Go Into Temporary Storage 
Capability To Support USAFAWC EC Tests Is A Concern 

The 12 remaining EC assets are simulators and signal sources only and their 
utility to support USAFAWC EC tests in future is a concern, particularly for ECM 
testing. 

-- Will incur cost to check them out each time they are brought out of storage. 

-- Threat operator support contract will likely go away if threats are in storage. 

-- Lead time required to prepare threats for test won't support mission 
requirements for Electronic Warfare Integrated Reprogramming (EWIR). 

-- Threat asset currency and quality will degrade due to lack of updates. 
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IMPACT OF MOVING EMTE 
USAFAWC Concerns 

Increased Costs 

Loss Of Environmental Diversity For EC Tests 

Reduced Responsiveness To PACER WARE 

Nellis EC Open Air Range Access And Capacity 

Data Adequacy 

Nellis EC Open Air Range Operations 

Our concerns are detailed in subsequent slides. 
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lncreased Costs 

Increased TDY Costs: $1 .I MNear 

Increased Manpower: 25 Additional People 

Increased Nellis MILCON: $1.8M 

Other Unquantified Costs: 

-- Potential lncreased Range Costs 

-- lncreased Tanker Use 

-- More Aircraft Operating Hours And Cost 

I s m - 1 5  

TDY Cost Assumptions: 

-All USAFAWC EC tests conducted at Nellis. 

- Instrumented aircraft and maintenance provided by USAFAWC for all tests. 
Manpower: 

- 25 additional manpower slots for maintenance and test personnel. 
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Loss Of Environmental Diversity 

a EC Tests Constrained To Single Topography 

a EC Tests Constrained To Single Climatic Condition 

Single topography: 

- Nellis EC range only affords an overland test condition--no overwater 
test condition available. Topography environment at Nellis EC range 
has obstructions which impact line of sight for many operationally 
realistic flight profiles. This forces modification of profiles to higher 
altitudes. 

- Terrain induced clutter on Nellis range also influences threat system 
tracking capabilities at low altitudes. 
- Terrain bounce ECM technique is effected by surface reflectivity and 
vegetation (energy absorption characteristics) of terrain. The Nellis 
range does not offer the terrain conditions to accurately evaluate this 
technique over all realistic operational employment conditions. 

Single climatic condition: 

- Humidity effects Electro-Optical tracking capabilities. The Nellis EC 
range presents only a low humidity test environment. 
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Reduced Responsiveness 
To PACER WARE 

Nellis Range Access May Limit Ability To Support Electronic 
Warfare Integrated Reprogramming (EWIR) Process 

a USAFAWC Wartime Mission Is To Rapidly Reprogram And Test EC 
Systems In Response To Threat Radar Changes 

Required Instrumented Aircraft Deployment To Nellis Range May 
Delay Mission Data Testing 

Range Priority To Support PACER WARE A Concern 

PACER WARE is the term for actual wartime reprogramming actions to 
update EC systems mission data. 

USAFAWC has a wartime mission to rapidly reprogram, test, and field 
defensive mission data for the EC systems (listed on a previous slide) 
to counter threat radar changes. 

The projected high utilization rate of the Nellis EC range, test priorities, 
competition with training exercises, and test time delays due to remote 
Nellis EC range raise concerns about capability to support PACER 
WARE at Nellis. 
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Nellis EC Range Access And Capacity 

Remote Site Access To Nellis Range Increases Test Time 
- Reduces Responsiveness During Contingencies 

Competition For Range Assets Will Increase Test Length 
-Additionally Base Loading Concerns At Nellis 

(hangers, quarters, storage) 

USAFAWC EC Test Workload Is Increasing (Not Decreasing) 
- Nellis Range Capacity Requirements Reportedly Based On 78% 

Of All Recent EC Test Activity 

Projected Nellis Range Capacity May Be Insufficient To Meet 
USAFAWC EC Test Requirements 

lam-18 

USAFAWC EC Test Workload Increasing: 

- The requirement to conduct tests on the block cycle updates to the EC 
system software continues throughout the life cycle of the aircraft. 

- The number of EC systems we support is increasing. 

-The number of mission data sets for these EC systems is increasing to meet 
worldwide operational requirements. 

Nellis Range Capacity: 

- Current daylight excess Nellis range capacity is reportedly 34%. 
- Projected daylight excess Nellis range capacity for the proposed 
consolidation of EC test assets is reportedly 8%. 
- The 8% excess capacity figure is reportedly based on a 78% reduction of EC 
test activity at all test centers. 

- A s  stated above, USAFAWC EC test workload is increasing, not decreasing. 
- Projected Nellis range capacity may be insufficient to meet our EC test 
requirements. 
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Data Adequacy 

Types Of Available Data Limited At Nellis Range 
- Threat Radar Site Instrumentation Shortfalls 
-- Limited Real-Time Projectile Flyout Capability 

Quality Of Available Data At Nellis Range 
-- Consistency And Accuracy Of TSPI Data 

Lengthy Data Turn-around Time At Nellis Range 
- Data Transfer To USAFAWC Cumbersome 
-- Impacts All Tests Especially PACER WARE 

18Apr-19 

Threat radar site instrumentation shortfalls: This refers to the ability to 
accurately measure and record threat radar system operating parameters and 
performance during all EC tests. This capability is necessary to provide 
accurate threat system target tracking data and operating parameters for post- 
mission comparison with actual aircraft positionlorientation data (from TSPI) 
and the aircraft electronic warfare system instrumentation data. This data is 
essential to accurately determine electronic warfare measures of effectiveness 
such as tracking errors and missile miss distances. 

TSPI is Time Space Position Information radar. These specialized radars 
track and record aircraft position during flight tests. We need precise aircraft 
position data, including orientation and aspect, for post-mission comparison 
with threat system target track data to accurately determine electronic warfare 
measures of effectiveness such as tracking errors and missile miss distances. 
The quality of TSPI data is based on the number of TSPI trackers used for a 
test to ensure continuous coverage, algorithms used to smooth the data, and 
other factors. The quality of Nellis TSPI data has not been very good in the 
past. This reduces confidence in test results and forces additional tests to 
obtain valid data. 

Data turn-around: The amount of time it takes Nellis to provide test results 
(data) to customers is lengthy. The process to just transfer the data to the 
customer once all data reduction is completed normally takes a couple of 
weeks. This is not sufficient for our PACER WARE needs. 
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Nellis EC Range Operations 

Radio Frequency Allocation Restrictions 
- Impairs Ability To Conduct Electronic Countermeasure (ECM) Tests 

Nellis Range Airspace Limitations 
- Limits Flight Profiles 
- Constrains Investigation Of Some Test Objectives 

Chaff Restrictions Due To Proximity To Airline Corridors 

Increasing Regional Air Traffic Will Aggravate These Problems 

Deconfliction With Training Exercises 

1 8 1 p - 2 0  

Nellis EC range airspace restrictions limit the flight test profiles aircraft 
can use. This impedes operationally realistic testing. It also constrains 
the evaluation of some test objectives such as maximum detection 
range of the threat system against the target aircraft and maximum 
detection range on the aircraft EC system for the threat radar. 

Proximity of Nellis EC range to Goldstone space tracking and relay 
facilities impacts ability to obtain adequate radio frequency allocation to 
conduct EC tests. 

Proximity of Nellis EC range to Los Angeles area FAA control corridors 
restricts deployment of chaff in support of EC tests. 
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SUMMARY 

If Proposed EMTE Change Occurs: 

USAFAWC EC Testing Will Be Negatively Impacted 

- Testing Will Cost More, Require More People, And Take More Time 

From USAFAWC Perspective The Proposed EMTE Changes Are: 

Inconsistent With Joint BRAC Study Findings 

Not Supported By Analysis Of All Factors 

rarpr -z r  

The benefit of this consolidation of EC test assets at the Nellis range is 
a small improvement in threat density. This change will not provide the 
capability to test against any new threats compared to our current 
capability. It would only afford the opportunity to test against a more 
dense array of threats. Generally, density is not a high priority for our 
open air testing. Density testing against EC systems is normally 
conducted using hardware-in-the-loop facilities. The disadvantages 
with this change identified in previous slides outweigh the benefit of the 
increase in threat density. 
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QUESTIONS? 

POC: Lt Col Scott Sampson or Lt Col Pete Strong 

Organization: 16 Test Squadron 
Address: 203 West D. Avenue, Suite 400 

Eglin AFB, FL 325424867 

Phone: DSN 872-4374/75 Commercial (904) 882-4374/75 

FAX: (904) 8828346 

1 8 m - 2 2  
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BRAC 95 
PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF 

EGLIN'S EMTE RANGE 

AN AFSOC PERSPECTIVE 

+ AFSOC History 
+ AFSOC Organization 
+ AFSOC Missions 

+ BRAC 95 Impacts 
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AFSOC HISTORY 

+ 1943 " Wingate's Raiders" 
+I944 1st Air Commando Group 
+ 1945 Air Comnandos Deactivated 
+ 1950 Air Commandos Reactivated 

For Korean War 
+ 196 1 Special Air Operations 

Resurrected for Vietnam War 

HISTORY (CONT) 

+ 1975 1 st SOW Established 
+ 1980 EAGLE CLAW (Iran) 
+ 1983 23rd Air Force Established 
+ 1983 URGENT FURY (Grenada) 
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+ 1987 - USSOCOM Established and 
23 AF Became the Air Force 
Component of USSOCOM 

+ May 1990 - AFSOC established as a 
Major Command 
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RECENT 
AND 

CURRENT 
OPERATIONS 

* 1989 -JUST CAUSE - PANAMA 
-dr 1990 - DESERT SHlELDlSTORM - KUWAIT * 1991 - PROVIDE COMFORT - IRAQ * 1992 - RESTORE HOPE - SOMALIA * 1993 - PROVIDE PROMISE - BOSNIA 

*1993 - CONTINUE HOPE - SOMALIA 
*1994 - SUPPORT DEMOCRACY - HAITI 

h i 9 9 4  - SUPPORT HOPE - RWANDA 
*1994 - UPHOLD DEMOCRACY - HAITI 
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UNIFIED COMMAND 

FY 95 PERSPECTIVE - - 
@0.4% OF DOD 

@1.4% OF USAF 

@35% OF USSOCOM 
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STRENGTH 
UNITS PEOPLE 

ACTIVE DUTY 
CONUS 45 7527 
OVERSEAS 14 1987 

TOTAL ACTIVE DUTY 59 95 14 
AIR RESERVE COMPONENTS 

RESERVES 13 1473 
NATIONAL GUARD 12 1001 

TOTAL ARC 25 2474 
TOTAL REPORTING TO AFSOC 84 1 1988 

AIR FORCE SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS COMMAND 
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AFSOC UNITS AND AREAS OF RESPONSIBILITY 

16 SOW 352 SOG 353 SOG 

EUROPEAN 
COMMAND n 

AFSOC'S PRINCIPAL MISSIONS 

+ Unconventional Warfare (UW) 
+Direct Action (DA) 
+ Special Reconnaissance (SR) 
+ Foreign Internal Defense (FID) 
+ Counter Terrorism (CT) 
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COLLATERAL SPECIAL OPS 
MISSIONS 

+ Humanitarian Assistance 
+ Counter Narcotics 
+ Personnel Recovery Operations 

HOW DOES AFSOC 
ACCOMPLISH THESE 
SPECIAL MISSIONS? 

+ Motivated, highly trained personnel 
+ Extensively modified conventional 

aircraft designed to: 
- Avoid Detection 
- If Detected, Avoid Engagement 
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BRAC 95 IMPACTS ON AFSOC 

EMTE RANGE 
REALIGNMENT 

+ Impacts AFSOC in Two Ways: 
- OPERATIONAL 
- FINANCIAL 
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OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

+ Operational Tests for New or Upgraded 
EW Systems 
- Jammers 
- Threat Receivers 
- Expendables 

+ Tactics Development 
+ Operational Training 

FINANCIAL IMPACT (FY95 $) 

+ OT&E (7 of 10 top priority tests are EC tests) 
- 5 - 6 Additional Deployments per Year 
- $300K per Deployment 
- $1.5 Mil - $1.8 Mil Additional each Year 

+ TD&E (Ramping up new TD&E Flight) 
- Most TD&Es will be EC oriented 
- Approximately 4 Deployments per Year (est) 
- $300+K per Deployment (est) 
- $1.2+ Mil Additional each Year (est) 

+ Potential Hidden Costs 
- Acquisition program schedule slips = $$$$ 
- More dedicated test/tactics manpower required 
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OPERATIONAL FACTORS 

+ Limited Assets 
- Airframes 
- Aircrews 
- Maintenance Crews 

+ No Dedicated OT&E / TD&E Aircraft 

WEAPON SYSTEM 
INVENTORY COMPARISON - 

AC-130H 8 
AC- 130U 13 
HC- 130 12 
MC-130E 9 
MC- 130H 15 
MH-53J 24 
MH-60G 10 

+ Limited SOF aircraft available for OT&E 1 TD&E 
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OTHER OPERATIONAL 
FACTORS 

+ Eglin vs Western Range 
- Combined Testing and Training 
- Tanker Requirements 

+ Other Considerations 
- DESERT STORM testing 
- Transient Time to Range 
- Contingency Planning 
- COMMANDO VISION Options 

COMMANDO VISION 
+ PURPOSE: 

- Increase effectiveness of combat power 
available to all theater CINCs 

- Improve Joint SOF readiness 
+ METHOD: 

- Plan for the future 
+ Lncrease opportunity for joint training 
+ Establish a proactive stance to changing fiscal and 

political paradigms 
+ Optimize a future force structure of AC- 130U, 

Talon 11, and CV-22 
- Reposture AFSOC 

+ Support theater CINCs with rotational forces 
+ Remission reserve units 

- Many inherent strengths to appropriate mission 
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WHY COMMANDO VISION? 
+ Demand for SOF services skyrocketing 

- Tasking increased 100% since 199 1 
4 Africa 
+ Bosnia 
4 Turkey 
4 Haiti 

+ TDY routinely exceeds 1 80 days per year 
+ Forces outside USSOCOM control resulted in 

major relocations 
- Europe forces: Germany -, Alconbuy -, Mildenhall 
- Pacific forces: Philippines -, Okinawa 

+ Future force structure provides new opportunities 

WHAT VISION DOES 

+ VISION will: 
- Improve Joint SOF readiness 
- Bring optempo into accepted range 
- Limit AFSOC exposure to extended TDY 
- Build a proactive stance to limit adverse 

effects of changing political and military 
situations 

- Maintain CINCsY warfighting abilities by 
providing them with more efficient, 
flexible, and capable deployed forces 
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WHAT VISION IS 
+ Phase I 

- Optimize AC I RC mix 
+ Peacetime engagement optempo 
4 Preserve wartime responsiveness 

- Implementation began Oct 94 
+ Phase I1 

- Implements rotational theater support 
+ Aircraft and SOGs remain in theater 
4 Crew training in CONUS; cooperative engagement 

in theater 
- Implementation hinges on acceptable west 

coast base 
- Notional FY 98 initiation 

THE CONCFPT 
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WEST COAST WING: WHY BEALE AFB? 

+ Proximity to Army and Navy SOF teammates 
+ No airspace encroachment 
+ No local community encroachment 
+ 2 Wing infrastructure; 1 Wing present 
+ Excellent year round weather 
+ 23000 Acres available for training 
+ Proximity to live fire and ECM ranges 
+ Excess ramp space 
+ Excess maintenance shop space 
+ U-2 mission synergistic with intelligence 

intensive SOF mission 

SUMMARY 

+ Having to Deploy to Western Range means: 
- New Systems Either Not Tested or Delayed 

+ Increased Acquisition Costs 
- Decreased Training Opportunities 

+ Can't go west everytime we need to train 
+ Increased OPTEMPO Impact 

- Fewer Assets Available for War 
- Increased OT&E 1 TD&E Costs 

+ $2.7 -$3.0+ Million Per Year Added O&M 

+ Bottom Line: DECREASED COMBAT 
CAPABILITY AT HIGHER COSTS! 
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. .. a step ahead in a changing world. 
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BRAC 95 
PROPOSED REALIGNMENT OF 

EGLIN'S EMTE RANGE 

I 

AN AFSOC PERSPECTIVE 

GOOD MORNING, GENTLEMEN. 

I'M COL JON HUINKER, COMMANDER OF THE 18 FLTS WHICH HAS THE MISSION OF 

CONDUCTING OPERATIONAL TESTS AND EVALUATIONS AND TACTICS DEVELOPMENT FOR 

AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND. 

- THE AFSOC MISSION: AMERICA'S SPECIALIZED AIR POWER, REMAINING A STEP AHEAD 

IN A CHANGING WORLD, DELIVERING SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMBAT POWER ANYTIME, 

ANYWHERE. 

-WE SUPPORT THE VISION OF GLOBAL POWER AND GLOBAL REACH FOR AMERICA. WE 

ARE COMMITTED TO ACTIONS INVOLVING JOINT SPECIAL FORCES. 

- IT IS OUR RESPONSIBILITY TO DEFEND THE UNITED STATES THROUGH CONTROL AND 

EXPLOITATION OF AIR AND SPACE. 

- THIS IS THE JOB OF THE AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATORS: 

- DELIVERING DEDICATED SPECIAL FORCES COMBAT POWER. 

-THE RIGHT FORCES, THE RIGHT PLACE, THE RIGHT TIME. 
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HISTORY (CONT) 

+ 1975 1st SOW Established 
+ 1980 EAGLE CLAW (Iran) 
+ 1983 23rd Air Force Established 
+ 1983 URGENT FURY (Grenada) 

4 

BY 1975 THE REMAINING AIR FORCE SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS FORCES AT HURLBURT FIELD WERE 
SUBORDINATED TO THE IST SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
WING. SINGLE SQUADRONS OF AIRCRAFT WERE 
ASSIGNED IN EUROPE AND THE FAR EAST. IN THE 
EARLY 1980's HOWEVER, THIS SITUATION 
CHANGED DRAMATICALLY FOLLOWING THE 
RESCUE ATTEMPT OF OUR HOSTAGES IN IRAN. 

WITH A HEIGHTENED INTEREST IN SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS THE AIR FORCE CREATED THE 23 AIR 
FORCE, WHICH FUNCTIONALLY COMBINED ALL 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS AND RESCUE ASSETS. 

FOLLOWING GRENADA ... 
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+ 1987 - USSOCOM Established and 
23 AF Became the Air Force 
Component of USSOCOM 

5 

CONGRESS RECOGNIZED A CONTINUING AND 
GROWING NEED TO RESPOND TO THIS NEW 
TYPE OF CRISIS, AND IN 1987, USSOCOM WAS 
ESTABLISHED, A UNIQUE COMMAND UNITING 
THE SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES OF THE 
ARMY, AIR FORCE AND NAVY. 
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+ May 1990 - AFSOC established as a 
Major Command 

6 

ACCORDINGLY, THE AIR FORCE EMPHASIZED ITS 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMITMENT, AND 
ELEVATED 23RD AIR FORCE TO MAJOR 

COMMAND STATUS, THUS ESTABLISHING 
AFSOC, THE AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS 
COMMAND. 

THE TURN OF THE DECADE HAS SEEN SPECIAL 

OPERATIONS FORCES SUPPORTING EVERY 
MAJOR OPERATION INVOLVING THE UNITED 

STATES MILITARY .... 
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RECENT 
AND 

CURRENT 
OPERATIONS 

k 1989 - JUST CAUSE - PANAMA * 1990 - DESERT SHIELDISTORM - KUWAIT * 1991 - PROVIDE COMFORT - IRAQ * 1992 - RESTORE HOPE - SOMALIA * 1993 - PROVlDE PROMISE - BOSNIA 

*1993 - CONTINUE HOPE - SOMALIA 
*1994 - SUPPORT DEMOCRACY - HAITI 

*l994 - SUPPORT HOPE - RWANDA 
*1994 - UPHOLD DEMOCRACY - HAITI 

7 

- JUST CAUSE IN PANAMA: 
ACTION AGAINST GENERAL NORIEGA. 

- DESERT SHIELDISTORM : 
FREEDOM FOR THE KUWAITI'S. 

- FOLLOWING DESERT STORM: 
PROVIDE COMFORT ASSISTANCE FOR THE KURDS IN 
NORTHERN IRAQ. 

- RESTORE HOPE: 
OUR INITIAL AC-130 GUNSHIP MISSIONS IN SOMALIA. 

- FOR PROVIDE PROMISE: 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE MRE DELIVERY SYSTEM FOR BOSNIA. 

- OPERATION CONTINUE HOPE: 
RECENTLY COMPLETED PEACE KEEPING EFFORTS IN 
SOMALIA. 

- AFSOC PERSONNEL WERE ALSO HEAVILY 
INVOLVED WITH MISSIONS IN HAITI AND RWANDA 
DURING 1994. 
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UNIFIED COMMAND 

I 

THIS IS A REVIEW OF THE UNIFIED COMMAND 
STRUCTURE: 

THE NATIONAL COMMAND AUTHORITY GIVES 
TASKING TO THE NINE UNIFIED COMMANDS. 

FIVE OF THESE COMMANDS, PACIFIC, ATLANTIC, 
EUROPEAN, SOUTHERN, AND CENTRAL, HAVE 
SPECIFIC THEATER RESPONSIBILITIES. 

THE REMAINING FOUR, SPACE, SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS, TRANSPORTATION, AND STRATEGIC, 
SUPPORT THE THEATER COMMANDS AND HAVE 
WORLDWlDE RESPONSIBILITIES. 

USSOCOM IS ONE OF THESE WORLDWIDE 
COMMANDS. 
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UNIFIED COMMAND 

IT IS IMPORTANT TO HIGHLIGHT THAT EACH 
THEATER COMMANDER HAS AN ARMY, NAW, 
AND AIR FORCE SERVICE COMPONENT, AND A 
SUB-UNIFIED SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 
(SOC). IN WARTIME, THE SOC BECOMES THE 
JOINT FORCE SPECIAL OPERATION COMPONENT 
COMMAND, AND POSSESSES GROUND, NAVAL, 
AND AIR SPECIAL OPS ASSETS. 

THIS ALLOWS SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCES TO 
OPERATE UNDER A COMMAND STRUCTURE 
MAKING THE MOST EFFECTIVE USE OF OUR 
UNIQUE CAPABILITIES 
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FY 95 PERSPECTIVE 
I 

BUDGET AUTHORITY 
IN BILLIONS 

e0.4% OF DOD 

e1.4% OF USAF 

a35% OF USSOCOM 

10 - 

THIS IS A MACRO LOOK AT OUR FISCAL YEAR 
'95 BUDGET. AFSOC REPRESENTS ABOUT 
POINT FOUR PERCENT OF THE DOD BUDGET 

AND ABOUT A THIRD OF THE USSOCOM 
BUDGET. 

CONSIDERING THE SUCCESS AND PREVALENT 
USE OF SOF, WE FEEL THE TAXPAYER 
RECEIVES AN EXCELLENT RETURN ON THE 
INVESTMENT. ..THE MOST "BANG FOR THE 

BUCK." 
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STRENGTH 
UNITS PEOPLE 

ACTIVE DUTY 

CONUS 45 7527 
OVERSEAS 14 1987 

TOTAL ACTIVE DUTY 5 9 95 14 

AIR RESERVE COMPONENTS 

RESERVES 13 1473 

NATIONAL GUARD 12 1001 

TOTAL ARC 2 5 2474 

TOTAL REPORTING TO AFSOC 84 1 1988 

AFSOC IS AUTHORIZED APPROXIMATELY 12,000 
PEOPLE, BOTH MILITARY AND CIVILIAN, WHO 
ARE LOCATED THROUGHOUT THE WORLD. 
ABOUT 21 PERCENT ARE STATIONED OVERSEAS. 
PROJECTED END YEAR STRENGTH FOR 1999 IS 
12,000. AS YOU SEE, MOST OF OUR GROWTH IS 
COMPLETE. 
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AIR FORCE SPECIAL 
OPERATIONS COMMAND 

12 

WE ARE ORGANIZED INTO THREE OPERATIONAL FLYING UNITS 
(highlighted in grey) AND THREE PRIMARY SUPPORT UNITS (in 
yellow). 

THERE ARE ALSO TINO AIR RESERVE COMPONENTS (in blue) THAT 
REPORT TO AFSOC ... 
THE 1930 SPECIAL OPERATIONS GROUP OF THE PENNSYLVANIA 
AIR NATIONAL GUARD, IN HARRISBURG, OPERATES THE EC-130 

COMMANDO SOLO, OUR PSYCHOLOGICAL OPERATIONS 
PLATFORM. 

THE 919TH SPECIAL OPERATIONS WING OF THE AIR FORCE 

RESERVES AT DUKE FIELD, FL, FLIES THE AC-130 " A  MODEL 

SPECTRE GUNSHIP. THEY ARE CURRENTLY RETIRING THE "A" 

MODELS AND CONVERTING TO THE COMBAT SHADOW HC-130 

AIRCRAFT. ITS MISSION IS NIGHT AIR-REFUELING SUPPORT. 

BOTH OF THESE UNITS SUPPORT THE AFSOC MISSION BY ADDING 

24 PERCENT TO OUR SPECIAL OPERATIONS FORCE STRUCTURE. 
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352 SOG 353 SOG 

EACH OF OUR OPERATIONAL UNITS HAS A GEOGRAPHICAL 
ORIENTATION. THE SIXTEENTH SPECIAL OPERATIONS WlNG 
AT HURLBURT IS PRIMARILY RESPONSIBLE TO THE 
CENTRAL, ATLANTIC, AND SOUTHERN COMMANDS, BUT IT 
ALSO PROVIDES AUGMENTATION FORCES FOR AFSOC 
UNITS FORWARD DEPLOYED IN EUROPE AND THE PACIFIC. 
THE 3520 SPECIAL OPERATIONS GROUP IS LOCATED AT R. 
A. F. ALCONBURY, UNITED KINGDOM. THlS YEAR THEY 
ARE MOVING TO R. A. F. MILDENHALL. THlS GROUP IS 
RESPONSIBLE TO THE EUROPEAN COMMAND. THEY ARE 
CURRENTLY SUPPORTING OPERATIONS OVER NORTHERN 
IRAQ AND BOSNIA. 

THE 353RD SOG IS LOCATED AT KADENA AB, OKINAWA 
WITH ITS HEADQUARTERS AND FIXED WlNG AIRCRAFT. 
THE HELICOPTERS ARE LOCATED AT OSAN AB, KOREA. 
THEY ARE RESPONSIBLE TO THE PACIFIC COMMAND. 
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AFSOC'S PRINCIPAL MISSIONS 

+ Unconventional Warfare (UW) 
+ Direct Action (DA) 
+ Special Reconnaissance (SR) 
+Foreign Internal Defense (FID) 
+Counter Terrorism (CT) 

14 - 

THESE ARE THE FIVE PRINCIPAL MISSIONS OF 
SPECIAL OPERATIONS CODIFIED BY PUBLIC 
LAW. 

AFSOC SUPPORTS THE FIRST THREE MISSIONS; 

UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE, DIRECT ACTION, 

AND SPECIAL RECONNAISSANCE 
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+ Humanitarian Assistance 
4 Counter Narcotics 
4 Personnel Recovery Operat ions 

COLLATERAL SPECIAL OPS 
MISSIONS 

15 - 

DUE TO MANY OF OUR INHERENT 
CAPABILITIES, AFSOC MAY BE TASKED TO 
SUPPORT THESE ADDITIONAL ASSIGNED 
COLLATERAL ACTIVITIES : 
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AS OPPOSED TO MOST FIGHTER & BOMBER 
TYPE AIRCRAFT, WE CAN'T OUTRUN THE 
THREAT IN OUR LARGE C-I 30 VARIANTS OR 
OUR HELICOPTERS. INSTEAD, OUR AIRCREWS 
RELY UPON VERY SOPHISTICATED HIGHLY 
TECHNICAL MODIFICATIONS TO FIRST 
DETERMINE WHERE THE THREAT IS BEFORE IT 
SEES US, THEN AVOlD THE THREAT IF 
POSSIBLE. 

IF IT ISN'T POSSIBLE TO AVOID THE THREAT, 
OUR AIRCREWS HAVE OTHER TECHNOLOGICAL 
OPTIONS TO AVOID THE ENGAGEMENT. 

AS YOU CAN IMAGINE, IN ORDER TO 
ACCOMPLISH OUR MISSION, IT REQUIRES ALOT 
OF TRAINING BY HIGHLY MOTIVATED AND 
DEDICATED AIRCREWS WHO TRAIN TOGETHER 
AT EVERY OPPORTUNITY. 

HOW DOES AFSOC 
ACCOMPLISH THESE 
SPECIAL MISSIONS? 

+ Motivated, highly trained personnel 
4 Extensively modified conventional 

aircraft designed to: 
- Avoid Detection 
- If Detected, Avoid Engagement 

16 
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BRAG 95 IMPACTS ON AFSOC 

17 

I'LL NOW DISCUSS THE PROBABLE IMPACTS 
ON AFSOC CAUSED BY BRAC 95's 
REALIGNMENT OF EGLIN'S EMTE RANGE. 
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+ Impacts AFSOC in Two Ways: 
- OPERATIONAL 
- FINANCIAL 

EMTE RANGE 
REALIGNMENT 

18 

WE ANTICIPATE THOSE IMPACTS TO FALL INTO 
TWO MAIN CATEGORIES: 

-- OPERATIONAL AND FINANCIAL 
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OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

Operational Tests for New or Upgraded 
EW Systems 
- Jammers 
- Threat Receivers 
- Expendables 

+ Tactics Development 
+ Operational Training 

19 

THESE ARE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT OPERATIONAL IMPACTS. 
WE USE THE EMTE RANGE TO CONDUCT MOST OF OUR 
OPERATIONAL TESTING FOR NEW OR UPGRADED ELECTRONIC 
WARFARE MODIFICATIONS. JAMMERS, THREAT RECEIVERS 
AND EXPENDABLES ARE EXAMPLES OF SYSTEMS WE WON'T 
BE ABLE TO TEST AGAINST THE EMITTERS LEFT BEHIND AT 
EGLIN. 

WE'RE JUST BEGINNING TO RAMP UP TO CONDUCT TACTICS 
DEVELOPMENT FOR THE COMMAND'S WEAPON SYSTEMS. THE 
EMTE WAS AN INTEGRAL PART OF OUR PLAN HERE AS WELL. 

OPERATIONAL TRAINING AGAINST REALISTIC THREATS IS 
ABSOLUTELY CRITICAL TO OUR ABILITY TO ACCOMPLISH OUR 
MISSION. 

SINCE MOST OF OUR FLYING DOES NOT INVOLVE MUNITIONS 
TESTING, WE'RE NOT EVEN SURE WE WILL BE ALLOWED TO 
FLY AGAINST THESE EMITTERS. EVEN ASSUMING THAT WE 
ARE, THE EMllTERS LEFT BEHIND WlLL PROVIDE NO 
FEEDBACK ON WHETHER OR NOT OUR COUNTERMEASURES 
ARE WORKING. THE POTENTIAL FOR DISASTER HERE IS 
OMINOUS. 
OUR SOF AIRCREWS MAY NO LONGER HAVE THE BENEFIT OF 
THE BEST TECHNOLOGY COUPLED WTH THE BEST TRAINING 
THAT WE CURRENTLY ENJOY AS A RESULT OF OUR PROXIMITY 
TO THE EMTE. 
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FINANCIAL IMPACT (FY95 $) 

+ OT&E (7 of 10 top priority tests are EC tests) 
- 5 - 6 Additional Deployments per Year 
- $300K per Deployment 
- $1.5 Mil - $1.8 Mil Additional each Year 

+ TD&E (Ramping up new TD&E Flight) 
- Most TD&Es will be EC oriented 
- Approximately 4 Deployments per Year (est) 
- $3OWK per Deployment (est) 
- $1.2+ Mil Additional each Year (est) 

4 Potential Hidden Costs 
- Acquisition program schedule slips = $$$$ 
- More dedicated testltactics manpower required 

20 
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I + Limited Assets I 
- Airkames 
- Aircrews 
- Maintenance Crews 

ONE OF THE PRIMARY REASONS THE 
REALIGNMENT OF EGLIN'S EMTE WILL CAUSE 
US SO MUCH OF A PROBLEM IS THAT AFSOC 
DOESN'T HAVE LARGE FLEETS OF AIRCRAFT. 

WE DON'T HAVE DEDICATED TEST AIRCRAFT, 
OR FULL TEST AIRCREWS OR TEST 
MAINTENANCE CREWS. 

AND FOR A VERY GOOD REASON ... 
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WEAPON SYSTEM 
INVENTORY COMPARISON 

CONUS SOF ACFT OTHER ACFT 
AC-130H 8 F-15 689 
AC- 130U 13 F- 16 625 
HC- 130 12 C-141 243 
MC- 130E 9 T-3 8 618 
MC-130H 15 KC-135 316 
MH-53J 24 B-52 136 
MH-6OG 10 C-130 199 

+ Limited SOF aircraft available for OT&E / TD&E 

22 - .. 

DESPITE OUR NUMEROUS ACCOMPLISHMENTS, 
WE'RE STILL A SMALL COMMAND. 
EVERYTIME WE CONDUCT A TEST OR TACTICS 
DEVELOPMENT EFFORT, WE HAVE TO BORROW 
THE AIRCRAFT, MOST OF THE AIRCREW, AND 
THE MAINTENANCE CREW FROM THE 
OPERATIONAL SQUADRONS HERE AT 
HURLBURT. 
AS YOU CAN SEE VERY CLEARLY ON THIS 
SLIDE, BORROWING AN AIRCRAFT OR TWO 
COULD REPRESENT A SIGNIFICANT LOSS IN 
OPERATIONAL CAPABILITY FOR THE AFFECTED 
WEAPON SYSTEM. 

THE REST OF THE AIR FORCE MAY NOT HAVE 
THE SAME KIND OF PROBLEM. 
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4 

OTHER OPERATIONAL 
FACTORS 

* Eglin vs Western Range 
- Combined Testing and Training 
- Tanker Requirements 

+ Other Considerations 
- DESERT STORM testing 
- Transient Time to Range 
- Contingency Planning 
- COMMANDO VISION Options 

23 
A 

AFSOC AT HURLBURT AND THE EGLlN RANGE COMPLEX REPRESENT A MARRIAGE 
MADE IN MILITARY HEAVEN. 

ONE OF THE BIG FACTORS IN AFSOC'S CONTINUING ABllLlTY TO SERVE OUR NATION 
WELL IN ALL TYPES OF CONTINGENCY OPERATIONS HAS BEEN OUR PROXIMITY TO 
EGLIN'S EMTE RANGE WHERE WE CAN TWEAK OUR SYSTEMS AND CREWS RIGHT UP 
TO THE LAST MINUTE WITHOUT JEOPARDINZING OUR CAPABILITY TO RESPOND. 

WlTH LIMITED ASSETS, WE CAN CONDUCT TESTING AND TRAINING ON THE SAME 
MISSION BY SWAPPING CREW MEMBERS, AND WE USUALLY DO. DURING THE TIME 
BETWEEN TEST SORTIES HERE AT HURLBURT, WHICH CAN SOMETIMES BE A WEEK 
DEPENDING ON THE TEST, OUR OPERATIONAL SQUADRONS CAN TRAIN TO THEIR 
HEARTS CONTENT ON THE SAME AIRCRAFT USED FOR TESTING. 

WE'RE SO CLOSE TO THE RANGE THAT OUR HELICOPTERS RARELY REQUIRE TANKER 
SUPPORT TO CONDUCT TESTING OR TACTICS DEVELOPMENT. NOT SO OUT WEST. 

WE CONDUCTED SHORT NOTICE HIGH PRIORITY TESTS RIGHT UP TO THE LAST MINUTE 
IN PREPARATION FOR DESERT STORM. COULDN'T HAVE DONE IT IF WE HAD TO GO 
WEST. 

TRANSIENT TIMES TO AND FROM THE WESTERN RANGE ARE SIGNIFICANT FOR OUR 
HELICOPTERS. PLAN ON A MINIMUM OF 4 DAYS ROUND TRIP UNLESS WE GET C5 
AIRLIFT. 

WlTH THE EMTE'S CLOSE PROXIMITY, WE CAN EVALUATE THE THREAT, REPROGRAM 
AND FLIGHT TEST OUR ECM GEAR AND DEPLOY ANYWHERE IN THE WORLD WITH 72 
HOURS NOTICE. NOT SO IF WE MUST GO WEST. 

ONE OTHER ISSUE WHICH BEARS SOME CONSIDERATION IN THIS REVIEW IS 
COMMANDO VISION ... 
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COMMANDO VlSlON 
4 PURPOSE: 

- Increase effectiveness of combat power 
available to all theater CINCs 

- Improve Joint SOF readiness 
+ METHOD: 

- Plan for the hture 
4 Increase opportunity for joint training 
4 Establish a proactive stance to  changing fiscal and 

political paradigms 
4 Optimize a fbture force structure o f  AC- 130U, 

Talon 11, and CV-22 
- Reposture AFSOC 

+ Support theater CINCs with rotational forces 
4 Remission reserve units 

- Marry inherent strengths to appropriate mission 

COMMANDO VlSlON HAS ONE GOAL: 

INCREASE THE SOF CAPABILITY AVAILABLE TO ALL ClNCS 

FOR PEACE AND WAR 

VISION ATTEMPTS TO DEAL WITH AN UNCERTAIN FUTURE: 
REORGANIZES AFSOC TO BE PROACTIVE 
PLANS FOR THE ADDITION OF NEW AIRFRAMES 

VlSlON MAINTAINS CURRENT WARFIGHTING CAPABILITIES IN 
BOTH THEATERS, AND IT CAPITALIZES ON THE STRENGTHS 
OF OUR RESERVE COMPONENT. 

COMMANDO VlSlON DOES, HOWEVER, ACCEPT RlSK IN 
ORDER TO ACHIEVE THlS GOAL. 

WE EXPECT DEMAND FOR SOF CAPABILITIES TO CONTINUE 
TO INCREASE AT A STEADY RATE. 

WE UNDERSTAND THAT GROWTH OF THE FORCE IS NOT 
POSSIBLE IN THE CURRENT FISCAL CLIMATE. 

WE KNOW THAT AT SOME POINT AS THE PARAMETERS 
CHANGE WE COULD REACH AN UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL OF 
RlSK UNDER THlS CONCEPT. 
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WHY COMMANDO VISION? 
+ Demand for SOF services skyrocketing 

- Tasking increased 100% since 1991 
+ Africa 
+ Bosnia 
+ Turkey 
+ Haiti 

+ TDY routinely exceeds 180 days per year 
+ Forces outside USSOCOM control resulted in 

major relocations 
- Europe forces: Germany -, Alconbury -, Mildenhall 
- Pacific forces: Philippines -+ Okinawa 

+ Future force structure provides new opportunities 

25 - 

RECENT TRENDS HAVE DEMANDED A NEW WAY OF 
DOING BUSINESS. 

JCS TASKING OF USSOCOM'S FORCES HAS 
INCREASED ALMOST 100% SINCE 1991. WE HAVE 
CONTRIBUTED FORCES FOR DEPLOYMENT IN 
VIRTUALLY EVERY RECENT CONTINGENCY. 

TDY RATES FOR OUR PEOPLE ROUTINELY EXCEED 
180 DAYS PER YEAR, AND IN THE GUNSHIP, 
ROUTINELY STRETCH TO AS MUCH AS 240 DAYS. 

BOTH OUR OVERSEAS GROUPS HAVE BEEN 
RECENTLY RELOCATED. 

ON A MORE POSITIVE NOTE, THE FIELDING OF NEW 
WEAPON SYSTEMS (CV-22) WILL PROVIDE US WITH 
FLEXlBILlTlES UPON WHICH WE MUST CAPITALIZE. 
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WHAT VlSlON DOES 

+ VISION will: 
- Improve Joint SOF readiness 
- Bring optempo into accepted range 
- Limit AFSOC exposure to extended TDY 
- Build a proactive stance to limit adverse 

effects of changing political and military 
situations 

- Maintain CINCs' warfighting abilities by 
providing them with more efficient, 
flexible, and capable deployed forces 

26 

COMMANDO VlSlON IMPROVES TRAINING WITH OUR NAW SOF 
TEAMMATES AT SAN DlEGO AND OUR ARMY SOF TEAMMATES AT FT 
LEWIS. CURRENTLY, THOSE MEMBERS OF THE SOCOM TEAM SEE 
HURLBURT-BASED SOF AIR ON AN EXTREMELY LIMITED BASIS. A 
WEST COAST WING, OPTIMALLY LOCATED BETWEEN THE TWO, 
WILL ALLOW BETTER JOINT TRAINING. 

COMMANDO VlSlON MITIGATES THE IMPACT OF INCREASING 
OPTEMPO BY MORE EQUITABLY DISTRIBUTING FORCE STRUCTURE 
AMONG THE THEATER CINCs. 

BY CONSOLIDATING OVERSEAS UNITS, IT CREATES EFFECTIVELY 
LARGER UNITS FROM WHICH TO DRAW TDY DEPLOYMENTS. 

BY REDUCING THE NUMBER OF PCS PERSONNEL OVERSEAS, IT 
LIMITS OUR PEOPLE'S EXPOSURE TO UNPLANNED UNIT MOVES. 

IT ALSO MAKES IT EASIER TO SHIFT EMPHASIS AS THE POLITICAL 
CLIMATE AND NATIONAL SECURITY POLICY CHANGE. 

AND IT EMPLOYS A SEAMLESS TRANSITION TO AN INHERENTLY 
MORE FOCUSED, MORE CAPABLE FIGHTING FORCE FOR THE 
PACIFIC AND EUROPEAN THEATER CINCs. 

VlSlON PROVIDES COMBAT READY AIRCRAFT AND PROFICIENT AIRCREWS TO THE 
THEATER, REFRESHED REGULARLY. Page 26 26 



COMMANDO VISION IS A TWO PHASED PLAN. 

L 

PHASE I IS UNDER WAY, WlTH THE RETIRING OF THE AC-130A AND 
THE REMlSSlONlNG OF OUR RESERVE 919 SOW WlTH THE HC-130. 
LATER, THIS UNIT WlLL BE RE-EQUIPPED WlTH THE MC-130E COMBAT 
TALON I. 

WHAT VISION IS 
+ Phase I 

- Optimize AC 1 RC mix 
+ Peacetime engagement optempo 
+ Preserve wartime responsiveness 

- Implementation began Oct 94 
+ Phase I1 

- Implements rotational theater support 
+ Aircraft and SOGs remain in theater 
+ Crew training in CONUS; cooperative engagement 

in theater 
- Implementation hinges on acceptable west 

coast base 
- Notional FY 98 initiation 

27 

PHASE II INVOLVES SUPPLYING THEATERS WlTH ROTATIONAL 
AIRCREWS WHO ARRIVE FULLY TRAINED, CURRENT, AND 
PROFICIENT, FROM TWO CONUS WINGS. THEY WlLL FLY AIRCRAFT 
THAT ARE CONTINUALLY PRESENT IN THE THEATER, AIRCRAFT THAT 
ARE ONLY RETURNED TO THE CONUS WINGS WHEN SCHEDULED 
MAINTENANCE REQUIRES. 

ITS IMPLEMENTATION IS DEPENDENT ON USSOCOM RECEIVING AN 
ACCEPTABLE WEST COAST LOCATION FROM WHICH TO DEPLOY ITS 
PACIFIC-ORIENTED FORCES. 

PHASE II IS NOTIONALLY SCHEDULED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN FY98. 
Page 27 27 



THE CONCEPT 

THIS SLIDE REPRESENTS A GRAPHIC 
DEPICTION OF THE COMMANDO VISION 
CONCEPT. 

AS YOU CAN TELL FROM THE MAP, OUR IDEAL 
LOCATION FOR A WEST COAST WING WOULD 
BE BEALE AFB, CALIFORNIA. 

Page 28 



WEST COAST WING: WHY BEALE AFB? 

+ Proximity to Army and Navy SOF teammates 
+ No airspace encroachment 
+ No local community encroachment 
+ 2 Wing infrastructure; 1 Wing present 
+ Excellent year round weather 
+ 23000 Acres available for training 
4 Proximity to live fire and ECM ranges 
+ Excess ramp space 
+ Excess maintenance shop space 
+ U-2 mission synergistic with intelligence 

intensive SOF mission 
29 

BEALE IS OPTIMALLY LOCATED TO PROVIDE 
SUPPORT TO 113 OF OUR ARMY AND 112 OF OUR 
NAVY SOF TEAMMATES. IT IS WITHIN A FEW 
HOURS' FLYING TIME OF BOTH NSWG-1 AT SAN 
DlEGO AND THE 1 SFG AND RANGERS AT FT 
LEWIS, WA. 

THE LOCAL COMMUNITY HAS ZONED THE AREA 
WITHIN 5 MILES OF BEALE AS A NO- 
ENCROACHMENT AREA. 

Page 29 
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SUMMARY 

+ Having to Deploy to Western Range means: 
- New Systems Either Not Tested or Delayed 

+ Increased Acquisition Costs 

- Decreased Training Opportunities 
+ Can't go west everytime we need to train 
+ Increased OPTEMPO Impact 

- Fewer Assets Available for War 
- Increased OT&E 1 TD&E Costs 

+ $2.7 -$3.0+ Million Per Year Added O&M 

+ Bottom Line: DECREASED COMBAT 
CAPABILITY AT HIGHER COSTS! 

30 - 

WHEN ALL IS SAID AND DONE, AFSOC SEES NO 
VALUE ADDED TO THE PROPOSED REALIGNMENT 
OF EGLIN'S EMTE. 

EVEN IF OUR TEST AND TACTICS FUNCTIONS WERE 
TO MOVE WEST AS PART OF COMMANDO VISION, 
THE EAST COAST WING (16 SOW) STILL LOOSES 
THE ABILITY TO TRAIN AGAINST REALISTIC 
THREATS WITHOUT HAVING TO DEPLOY. 

IN THE FUTURE, IT WILL BE MUCH MORE DIFFICULT 
AND COSTLY TO REMAIN A STEP AHEAD IN A 
CHANGING WORLD. 

THAT COMPLETES MY BRIEFING. I'LL BE HAPPY TO 
ENTERTAIN YOUR QUESTIONS. 

Page 30 



I . . . a step ahead in a changing world. 1 

IF THERE ARE NO FURTHER QUESTIONS, I'D 
LIKE TO THANK YOU FOR YOUR ATTENTION 
AND WISH YOU GOOD LUCK IN YOUR EFFORTS 
TO BE FAIR, EQUITABLE, AND WISE IN THIS 
DIFFICULT TASK. 

Page 31 
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HQ AFOTEC BEDDOWN 

EGLIN AFB, FLORIDA 



REQUIREMENT 

95 BRAC MOVE OF HQ AFOTEC 
648 PERSONNEL 
SPECIAL SECURITY VAULTS 
COMMAND PRESENTATION CENTER 
VTC 

TRAINING CLASS ROOMS 

FAMILY HOUSING UNITS 



SCOPE 

ADMlN @ 162 SFIPN 
SECURITY VAULTS 
PRESENTATION CEN 

VTCIGRAPHICS - - 
COMPUTER SYSTEMS = 
TRAINING ROOMS - - 
OTHER 

TOTAL SCOPE 



SCOPE - HOUSING 

EGLIN-HURLBURT DEFICIT WILL BE 565 
UNITS 

AFOTEC HAS 342 OFFICER AND 96 
ENLISTED PERSONNEL 

WAITING LIST EXCEEDS 200 

PROGRAM FOR 65 UNITS 







March 14, 1995 

Colonel Vince Evans 
Director, Air Force Legislative Liaison 
B-322 Rayburn HOB 
Washington D.C. 205 15 

Dear Colonel Evans: 

I am currently reviewing data on the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to the BRAC 
Commission concerning the consolidation of facilities to and from Eglin Air Force Base. To help 
assist me in my detailed analysis, I am submitting the following questions for an immediate reply: 

1. What is the specific nomenclature for the 8 threat simulators and 2 EC pods scheduled 
to move west, and what is the specific nomenclature for the emitters that are proposed to 
remain in operational status at Eglin? 

2. Is all of the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center, currently located at Kirtland AFB, 
to move to Eglin? Will this include EC related fbnctions? 

3 .  Please characterize number and magnitude of contracts administered by the AFOTEC 
contracting office at Kirtland AFB? What is the magnitude of direct contractor support of 
AFOTECS's Kirtland AFB offices? 

If there are any questions concerning these matters, please contact Bart Roper of my staff at 
x4136. Thank you for your prompt attention. 

P!iIkTEO ON RECYCLED ?*PER 



SAFLLP/MAJOR SNY DER/CFM/7 7 9 5 0/2 4 MAR 95 
moyer/bases95/eglinS~AR 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

The Honorable Joe Scarborough - -- 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-0901 

Dear Mr. Scarborough I 
This is in response to your letter of March 14, 1995, 

concerning the BRAC recommendation for Eglin Air Force Base (AFB), 
Florida, and the recommended relocation to Eglin AFB of the Air 
Force Operational Test and  valuation Center (AFOTEC), currently 
located at Kirtland AFB, New Mexico. 

In your letter, you requested the Air Force identify specific 
nomenclature for the emitters which were recommended to remain in 
operational status at Eglin AFB. The EMTE lists used during the 
Air Force's BRAC analysis were preliminary based upon general 
projections of what needed to be moved and what should remain at 
Eglin AFB. A follow-up site survey team will subsequently 
determine what will remain and what will move; therefore, the 
following listing may vary slightly from what will be finalized. 

Nomenclature of EMTE systems to move 

simulated Air Defense System (SADS) VI-M 

SADS VIII-R I 
SADS XI 

SADS XI-M I 
Weapons Effectiveness Simulated Threat (WEST) X-R 

WEST XI-R1 1 
WEST XI-R2 

Flycatcher ,. . - - - . -----_- 
!i- ... . - .  . . .. . . --__ 

I-Hawk Airborne Pod ] _-... -... 
-.--. . .- .. -- - ---l_a 

SADS VI Airborne . - - - -".- 
I__- ' 

1 

COORD AF/RT 



Nomenclature of EMTE systems to remain operational at Eqlin AFB 

Track While Scan (TWS) -1 

High Power Illuminating Signal Source (HPISS) 

SADS IV-SS 

SADS X 

SADS XII-SS 

SADS VIIIR (CHICKEN LITTLE support) 

WEST IB 

WEST IC 

WEST XA 

The Secretary of Defense recommended to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission that the AFOTEC at Kirtland AFB 
and all associated responsibilities be completely relocated to 
Eglin AFB. It is important to note that the AF'OTEC itself does 
not have any EC-related functions. 

Attached is a summary of the scope of contracts administered 
by the AFOTEC contracting office at Kirtland AFB. AFQ$SF-~S 
supported by direct contractors on the order of 125 manyear 
equivalents. Also attached are copies of the relevant slides and 
talking points associated with the March 9, 1995, Base Closure 
Executive Group (BCEG) meeting minutes. Mr. Bart Roper of your 
staff requested we provide these with our response. 

We appreciate your interest in this matter and trust the 
information provided is useful. 

s i&&ii$- 7 
CG .A,, ,- i 

Attachments 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
Chief, Programs and Legislation 

Division 
office of Legislative Liaison 
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Eglin AFB - 
a full capability munitions team. 

SYSTEM ACQUISITION 

Aeronautical Systems Division program 
offices harness technologies to design, 
develop, and produce systems that meet 
operational requirements. 

- Air-to-Air Missiles 
- Air-to-Surface Wea~ons 

Air Force Development Test Center Eglin AFB FL is home to the 33rd Fighter 
(AFDTC) possesses world-class test and Wing. The "Nomads" were the first op- 
evaluation facilities to support DOD erational user of the Advanced Medium 
munitions and electronic combat test and Range Air-to-Air Missile (AMRAAM). 
evaluation. Capabilities include fully in- 
strumented land and water ranges, inte- 
gration laboratories, hardware-in-the-loop 
simulations, and installed test facilities. 

Operational A MRAAM 

... PERFORMANCE 
- Range Systems for'Training and OPERATIONAL TEST AND TACTICS 

Tnr+;n- nmrel n a u r h r s  
PROVEN DURING 

- Air  age Operability The US Air Force Air Warfare Center, 
located at Eglin AFB, FL, serves as the 
technical focal ~ o i n t  for the Air Cnmhat 

DESERT STORM. .. 
- - --...--. 

Forces in electionic combat. armament 



I hreat Radar 

The EMTE (Electromagnetic Test Environ- 
ment) is an extensive open-air test range for 
the testing of electronic combat systems 
against a variety of Red, Blue, and Grey 
threat systems. A key DOD open-air test 
range, EMTE is co-located with the PRIMES 
facility and with potential for linkage to 
REDCAP and AFEWES to provide thor- 
ough, realistic development and operational 
testing. 

~ - 

Simulated Air Defense Radar Simulated AAA 

The RATSCAT [Radar Target Back- 
Scatter) and RAMS (RATSCAT Ad- 
vanced Measurement System) Facility is 
a special AFDTC radar cross-section 
measurement capability operated by the 
6585th Test Group at Holloman AFB, 
NM, which is a subordinate unit within 
AFDTC. 

1 
AFEWES (Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator) is a 
hardware-in-the-loop simulation designed to evaluate electronic 
combat systems performance against terminal threat systems. 

REDCAP (Real-Time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processcr) is a 
hybrid simulation designed to model a dense hostile integrated air 
defense system. Electronic combat systems can be evaluated 
against manned hostile C3 and radar systems. 



state-of-the-art comp;ting 
capabilities including a CRAY 
Y-MP supercomputer inte- 
grated into a high-speed 

I I Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility 

I I 
GWEF (Guided Weapons Evaluation 
Facilitv) Provides laboratory simulation 

1 test s ;b~or t  for developing precision-( 

, -  - 
test the complete spectrum of weapon 
seekers urider one roof including milli- 

Army Hellfire meter wave. laser, infrared, radio fre- 

network of DEC VAX and 
Silicon Graphics front- 
ends and work 
stations. The 
CCF supports 
in-depth 
analyses 
and 
provides 
the 
capabiiitv 
for real- 
time con,:roi 
during test missions. 

Warhead Fragmentation Arena Test 

ARENA TESTING of fuzina, warhead 
lethality, guns/ammo, and orher special 
purpose munitions is performed in indoor - and outdoor test areas on the Ealin AFB 

1 arget Sig~ature Measurement u 

land range. 
The Eglin P.FB complex contains a concentration of individual test areas encompassing 
a variety of environments with flexibility to conduct several tests simultaneously or use 
multiple areas for larger tests. 

hardware in-the-loop, midcourse and 
counter-countermeasure simulations to 
evaluate weapons. 

Preflight Integration of Munifi~ns and 
Electronics Systems 

PRIMES (Preflight Integration of Muni- 
tions and' Electronics Systems) facility 
consists of afiqhter-sized anechoic cham- 
ber test facilit; and six shielded laborato- 
ries providing secure, realistic testing in a 
controlled RF environment to support 
one-on-one and many-on-one tests in 
static or dynamic flight simulation condi- 
tions. PRIMES testing significantly low- 
ers the cost of open-air testing. 

F- 1 1 7 In Climatic Laboratory 



Aircraft Gun Test Site 

I 
- 

I I .  - ' .. '. . 
- -- ...'.+ A h ,  

3 Electric Gun 

Remotely Controlled Targets 
4 ' 

-- 

Munitions Kill on Tank 

- 15's (Decoy on left) 



TARGET 
FOR DOD! 

I I I I 
AGM-130 DIRECT HIT 
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Testing Smarter with the 
Munitions Test Process 

C O M P U T E R  
M O D E L I N G  

A N D  
S I M U L A T I O N  

PARAMETRIC 
MEASURE- 

MENTS 

C O M P O N E N T  
I N T E G R A T I O N  

T E S T I N G  

H A R D W A R E - I N -  

- - 
hlUNITIONS TEST 



DIGITAL MODELS 
AND COMPUTER 

SIMULATIONS 

FREEMAN 
COMPUTER 
SCIENCES 
CENTER 

ARENAS 

- 

= Facilities t o  be visitedlviewed 

FUZE TEST 
FACILITY 

OPEN AIR 
RANGE 

TESTING 

EMTE 

TEST PROCESS 
INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS 
TESTING 

PRIMES SURFACE-TO- 
SURFACE 
RANGES 

GW EF-PRIMES 
LINK 

AIR-TO-SURFACE 
RANGES 

CLIMATIC TEST 
FACILITY 

GULF TEST 
RANGE 

HARDWARE-IN 
-THE-LOOP- 

TESTING 

GWEF 

KINETIC ENERGY 
MUNITIONS TEST 

FACILITY 

GUN AND 
AMMUNITION 

TEST FACILITIES 

MEASUREMENT 
TESTING 

SIGNATUREJSEEKER 
MEASUREMENT 

MASS AND 
PHYSICAL 

PROPERTIES 

RAMSIRATSCAT 

SYSTEM 
INTEGRATION 

TESTING 

CONTRACTOR 
FACILITIES 

HYPERVELOCITY 
RESEARCH 

FACILITY 



1 AIRSPACE AVAILABLE WITHIN 
I 122,817 SQ STATUTE 



TEST &EVALUATION BUDGET 

INSTITUTIONAL FUNDING* 
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 
AVIATION DEPOT LEVEL REPARABLES (AVDLRs) 

TOTAL INSTITUTIONAL FUNDING 
TOTAL INVESTMENT FUNDING 
TOTAL CUSTOMER FUNDING* 
TOTAL MILCON FUNDING 
TOTAL MILITARY PAY* 
OTHER FUNDING** 
TOTAL AFDTC FUNDING 

STATISTICS 

PERSONNEL 
AFDTC (PE65807 and 65708, only)* 

MILITARY 
CIVILIAN 
CONTRACTOR 

TOTAL EGLIN* 
MILITARY 
CIVILIAN 
CONTRACTOR 

AREA 
AIRSPACE scheduled by Eglin 

OVERLAND 
OVERSEA 

ADDITIONAL SCHEDULABLE AIRSPACE 
OVERLAND 
OVERSEA 

TOTAL AVAILABLE AIRSPACE 

89,732 sq statute miles* 
3,044 

86,688" 
33,085 sq statute miles 

8,025 
25,060 

122,817 sq statute miles*** 

Includes 46TG located at Holloman AFB, NM. 
Includes BOS, RPM, Minor Constuction, Environment Compliance, Wildlife, 

*** MFH, Training, Family Support, Child Care, Etc. 
A request for an additional 33,350 sq. statute miles is being processed. 
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EGLlN AIR FORCE BASE 
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GUIDED WEAPONS EVALUATION FACILITY (GWEF) 

1 

CAPABILITIES 

**  DIGITAL & HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP SIMULATION 

** CHARACTERIZATION & COUNTER-COUNTERMEASURE TESTING 
IN A SECURE FACILITY 

MULTI-SPECTRAL 

a * *  RADIO FREQUENCY (2-1 8 GHz) 

*** INFRARED (2-5p; 8-1 2p) 

**. MILLIMETER WAVE (30-140 GHz) 

TY PlCAL ACTlVlTl ESICUSTOMERS 

AMRAAM (ASC) 

AGM-65 (ASC) 

-- AGM-130 (ASC) 



GUIDED WEAPONS EVALUATION 
FACILITY (GWEF) 



McKlNLEY CLIMATIC LABORATORY 

**  LARGEST CLIMATIC TEST FACILITY IN WORLD (MAIN CHAMBER 55,000 ft2) 

* *  ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS FROM -65OF to +16!i0F 

***  SIX TEST CHAMBERS PROVIDE WORLD-WIDE TEST CONDITIONS 

***  ABILITY TO TEST ANY AIRCRAFT IN EXISTENCE 

** AIRCRAFT ENGINES CAN BE OPERATED WHILE UNDERGOING 
EXPOSURE 

** WEAPONS CAN BE OPERATED INCLUDING GUN-FIRE OR 
RELEASE OF MUNITIONS 

** F-18 (NAVY) 

O *  F-117A, CV-22, B-2, C-17 (AIR FORCE) 

** SPACE SHUTTLE TILES (NASA) 

TYPICAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

** PATRIOT MISSILE (ARMY) 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS TESTING 1 





GUNNERY BALLISTICS TEST RANGES 
(A-22, C-64, C-74L) 

CAPABILITIES 

EVALUATE PERFORMANCE OF THE FULL SPECTRUM OF AMMUNITION 

0-• INTERIOR AND EXTERIOR BALLISTICS 

*** TERMINAL EFFECTS 

*** BLAST CHARACTERIZATION 

ANALYZE PERFORMANCE OF GUN SYSTEMS 

FULLY INSTRUMENTED GAU-8/A 30MM AND M61A120MM GUNS AND 
SINGLE-SHOT BARRELS FOR 40,30,25,20 MM AND 0.50 CAL AMMUNITION 

FULLY INSTRUMENTED AIRCRAFT GUN RAMP TO SUPPORT ON-LINE 
TESTING OF AIRCRAFT GUN SYSTEMS 

30MM (GAU-8/A) MALFUNCTION INVESTIGATION (00-ALC) 

20MM MALFUNCTION INVESTIGATION (ARDEC, ARMY) 

HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP TESTING 



w: l?"!' 
K-q 



COMPUTER SCIENCES CENTER - - -  

CAPABILITIES 

REAL-TIME ANALYSIS AND TEST CONTROL SUPPORTING 2,000 MISSIONSNEAR 

22% TELEMETRY DATA (FOR A TOTAL RATE OF 10 MBITSISEC) 

CONTROL AND SURVEILLANCE RADAR 

SECURE FACILITY CAN SUPPORT SPECIAL ACCESS REQUIRED (SAR) NEEDS 

CRAY SUPERCOMPUTER (RATED AT 800 MEGAFLOPS, 2 PROCESSORS) 

COMPUTATION AND VISUALIZATION SYSTEM FOR MODELING AND 
SIMULATION EFFORTS 

DIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

a*. RANGE CONTROL, PILOT INTERFACE, AND ENCRYPTED TRANSMISSIONS 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

FOREIGN MILITARY TEST ACTIVITIES (BRITISH, NORWEGIAN) 

MUNITIONS TEST ACTIVITIES (ASC, AWC, NAVY) 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT (AWC) 

0. C41 (ESC) 

DIGITAL MODELS & COMPUTER SIMULATIONS 
MEASUREMENT FACILITY TESTING 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





PREFLIGHT INTEGRATION OF MUNITIONS AND 
ELECTRONIC SYSTEMS (PRIMES) FACILITY 

CAPABILITIES 

** INSTALLED SYSTEMS TEST FACILITY 

*** ELECTRONIC COMBAT SYSTEMS 

*** MUNITIONS SYSTEMS 

** DIVERSE TEST ENVIRONMENTS 

*** F-I I 1 SIZED ANECHOIC CHAMBER (1 06'~78'~30') 

*** FLIGHTLINE TEST STATIONS AND SECURE LABORATORIES 

** EXTENSIVE RF SIMULATION AND DATA COLLECTION CAPABILITIES 

*** DENSE RF SIMULATION CAPABILITY (5 MILLION PPS FROM 50MHz-18GHz 

*** MULTIMEDIA DATA COLLECTION SYSTEMS (RATES TO GOMBYTESISEC) 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

** TEWSIAMRAAM (ASC) 

** AIR-DEFENSE ANTI-TANK SYSTEM (ADATS) (CANADA) 

** ATRJ (ARMY) 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS TESTING 1 





EGLlN FLIGHTLINE AND MUNITIONS STORAGE AREA 
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NAVY EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE DISPOSAL (EOD) 
SCHOOL (D-51) 

CAPABILITIES 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES FOR RECOVERY, EVALUATION, RENDERING 
SAFE, AND DISPOSAL OF SURFACE AND UNDERWATER, CONVENTIONAL, 
AND NUCLEAR EXPLOSIVE ORDNANCE 

TRAINING AID AND FACILITIES MAINTENANCE COMPOUND 

SIX HIGH EXPLOSIVE MAGAZINES 

FOUR TRAINING SEGMENTS 

*.. CORE DIVISION 

... DEMOLITION DIVISION 

**. TOOLS AND METHODS DIVISION 

BIOLOGICAL AND CHEMICAL DIVISION 

TRAINS APPROXIMATELY 1,200 STUDENTS ANNUALLY 

TRAINING OF OFFICERS AND ENLISTED PERSONNEL OF THE US NAVY, 
MARINE CORPS, ARMY, AIR FORCE, AND SELECT INTERNATIONAL MILITARY 
STUDENTS 
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SEEKER TEST & EVALUATION FACILITY (C-52A) 
JOINT USAFIUSA PROGRAM 

CAPABILITIES 
** SECURE STORAGE AND MAINTENANCE AREA FOR THREAT VEHICLE FLEET 

** 300 FT TOWER TURNTABLE FACILITY PROVIDES HIGH QUALITY, 
CALIBRATED, VALIDATED TARGET SIGNATURE DATA 

INFRARED (IR) 

MILLIMETER WAVE (MMW) 

*** DUAL MODE IRIMMW (35-95 GHz) 

** VISIBLE 1 INFRARED TRIBAR TARGET 

TYPICAL ACTlVlTlES/CUSTOMERS 

** LONGBOW (ARMY) 

** JSTARS, ATARS, JCCD (AIR FORCE) 

** LOCAAS (WRIGHT LABS) 

CLASSIFIED VEHICLE EXPLOITATION (MSIC, DIA, CIA, TACOM, & AFMC) I 
MEASUREMENT FACILITY TESTING 

- 



SEEKER TEST AND EVALUATION 
FACILITY C-52A 

300' Tower And Turntable 



AIR-TO-GROUND TEST RANGE 
CAPABILITIES 

** AIR-TO-GROUND ROCKET TEST AREA (C-52C) 

SMALL AIR-TO-GROUND MUNITIONS, INCENDIARY AND FLAME 
WEAPONS, AND FUZE FUNCTION 

.*** FLAME FUEL AREA 

SUBMUNITIONS (CLAY) GRID 

**** TWO AIRFIELD (ASPHALT) RUNWAY 

** AIR-TO-GROUND BOMB, GUN, AND ROCKET TEST AREA (C-52N) 

AIR-TO-GROUND HIGH EXPLOSIVE MUNITIONS PERFORMANCE 

.*** ASSAULT LANDING STRIP 

SCORABLE TRAINING RANGE 

TYPICAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

SENSOR FUZED WEAPON (SFW), AGM-130 (ASC) 

** TRIAL SEDGE Ill (BRITISH AIR FORCE) 

*** MK 82 BOMBIAIR SUITABILITY (ACC) 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 
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Air-To-Ground Bomb And Rocket Test Range (C-52) 
d 





ARENA TEST RANGES (C=80A,B,C) 

CAPABILITIES 

THREE TEST AREAS CAPABLE OF PERFORMING FRAGMENT AND HAZARD 
CLASSIFICATION TESTS OF ITEMS UP TO 4,500 Ibs NET EXPLOSCVE WEIGHT 
(NEW) 

CO-LOCATED FRAGMENT WEIGHING AND BLAST PRESSURE 
TRANSDUCER CALIBRATION FACILITY 

TOTAL FRAGMENT RECOVERY OF MUNITIONS UP TO 8 Ibs NEW 

PARTIAL FRAGMENT RECOVERY OF MUNITIONS UP TO 4,500 Ibs NEW 

*. AGM-65G HAZARD CLASSIFICATION (ALC) 

*. HEAVY METALS WARHEAD ARENA TEST (WRIGHT LABS) 

FOREIGN WARHEAD EXPLOITATION TESTING (ARMY) 

AGM-130 HAZARD CLASSIFICATION (ASCNH) 

MEASUREMENT TESTING 
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HELLFIRE CONTROL FACILITY (C-7) & TEST RANGE (C-72) 

CAPABILITIES 

LAUNCH FACILITY 

THREE PEDESTALS WlTH 2;: LAUNCH RAILS EACH WITH ABILITY TO 
ENVIRONMENTALLY CONDITION TEST ITEMS FROM -450F to +145OF 

INSTRUMENTATION 

THREE REMOTE CONTROLLED VIDEO TRACKERS 

*** DEDICATED TELEMETRY STATION WlTH 100 FT TOWER 

*.* METEOROLOGICAL SYSTEM AND C-10 RADAR 

*** REMOTE "CINE-Ts" 

C-7 CONTROL FACILITY 

..* ALL EVENTS CONTROLLED & MONITORED REMOTELY VIA TV NETWORI 

THREE INSTRUMENTED TARGET AREAS (3,5,& 7 km FROM LAUNCH FACILITY 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

HELLFIRE, LONGBOW, HVWS, CAMMS (ARMY) 

INTEGRATION LABORATORY TESTING 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING I 





Hellfire Test Range (C-72) 

D m -  





AIR-TO-GROUND TRAINING RANGE 
(C-62) 

CAPABILITIES 

TRAINING RANGE FOR PILOT QUALIFICATIONS IN DELIVERY OF STORES 
FROM HIGH-PERFORMANCE AIRCRAFT 

APPROXIMATELY 1,290 ACRES OF CLEARED LAND 

STABILIZED CLAY RUNWAY (5K BY 70') FOR ASSAULT LANDINGS AND 
TAKE-OFFS 

TWO PERMANENT 45 FT STEEL SCORING TOWERS 

** METEROLOGICAL EQUIPMENT 

VARIETY OF TARGETS 

TYPICAL CUSTOMERS 

AIR WARFARE CENTER 1 AIR COMBAT COMMAND (MOODY AFB) 

NAVY ATTACK SQUADRON 

AIR-TO-GROUND OPERATIONS SCHOOL 

16TH SPECIAL OPERATIONS WING 





KINETIC ENERGY MUNITIONS TEST FACILITY (C-74) 
CAPABILITIES 

2000 FT CONTINUOUS DUAL-RAIL LAUNCHER 

ABILITY TO TEST LIVE, FUZED MUNITIONS AGAINST A VARIETY OF 
TARGETS AT OPERATIONAL VELOCITIES (UP TO 3500 FPS) 

HEAVY LIFT CAPABILITY (UP TO 180 TONS) FOR TARGETS 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONING OF TEST ITEM (-65OF to +165OF) 

CO-LOCATED MUNITIONS STORAGE, BUILD-UP, AND ANALYSIS FACILITY 

INSTRUMENTATION TO RECORD VELOCITYy ACCELERATIONy BLAST 
PRESSURE, AND CRITICAL TEST EVENTS 

BLU-113 (GBU-28) WARHEAD, BLU-109, FMU-143 (ASCIYH) 

HARD TARGET WARHEAD, HARD TARGET ORDNANCE PACKAGE (WL) 

MULTIFUNCTION BOMB FUZE, C800 HAVE NAP WARHEAD (ASCIXRI) 

I MLRS REDUCED RANGE PRACTICE ROCKET (ARMY) 

MEASUREMENT TESTING 



m u -  







CHICKEN LITTLE WARHEAD TEST RANGE (C-64) 
JOINT USAF/USA PROGRAM 

CAPABILITIES 

TESTING AND EVALUATION OF BOTH SHAPED CHARGE AND EXPLOSIVELY 
FORMED PENETRATOR WARHEADS 

... LONG STANDOFF EXPLOSIVELY FORMED FRAGMENT RANGE I 
0.e. TERMINAL EFFECTS ANALYSIS OF MULTIPLE WARHEAD CLASSES 

0.0 125mm SMOOTH BORE GUN 

*.*. INVESTIGATION OF TERMINAL PERFORMANCE OF PENETRATOR 

0.0 DYNAMIC WARHEAD TEST FACILITY (800 FT MONORAIL TRACK) 

*.** INVESTIGATE EFFECTS OF DYNAMICS ON WARHEAD PERFORMANCE 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITI ESICUSTOM ERS 

** ARMY CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS (SMART WEAPONS MANAGEMENT OFFICE) 

** IR&D EVALUATION (ROCKWELL INTERNATIONAL) 

HELLFIRE (ARMY) 

HARM (NAVY) 

SENSOR FUSED WEAPON (ASCIYH) 

MEASUREMENT TESTING 
L 





DUKE FIELD 

CAPABILITIES 
-- DUKE RUNWAY 8,000 x 300 FEET WITH CABLES 

919TH SPECIAL OPERATIONS WING 

ma* "READY NOW" FORCE CAPABLE OF CLOSE AIR SUPPORT, 
RECONNAISSANCE, INTERDICTION, AND ARMED ESCORT 

*ma FLIES AND MAINTAINS AC-130 GUNSHIPS 

*** DISASTER RELIEF SUPPORT AND COMMUNITY AID 

728TH AIR CONTROL SQUADRON 

HIGHLY MOBILE RADAR SQUADRON 

MESSAGE PROCESSING CENTER FOR SECURE DIGITAL DATA 
INTERFACE WITH E-3 AWACS AIRCRAFT 

GATHERING AND PASSING AIR PICTURE AND BAIITLE INFORMATION 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESiCUSTOMERS 

m a  TRAINING (AFRES) 

**  SPECIAL OPERATIONS MISSIONS (USAF & DoD) 

ma RADAR CONTROL (DESERT SHIELDIDESERT STORM) 
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AIR-TO-GROUND BOMB TEST RANGE 

CAPABl LlTlES 
** AIR-TO-GROUND BOMBING, ROCKETRY, AND GUNNERY 

TWELVE CINETHEODOLITES 

COMPLETE BALLISTIC INFORMATION 

*** TIME, SPACE, POSITION INFORMATION (TSPI) ON HIGH-SPEED AIRCRAFT 

FIVE SPOTTING TOWERS FOR MUNITIONS SCORING 

TANK GUN RANGE 

WARSAW PACT RUNWAY TARGET 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

J DURANDAL BLU-1071B (ASC) 

** ADVANCED AND IMPROVED CRATERING WARHEADS (WRIGHT LABS) 

J LIQUID REACTIVE MATERIALS DEMONSTRATION (WRIGHT LABS) 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





ALABAMA NATIONAL GUARD TANK AREA 
(B-75) 

CAPABILITIES 

. . 

NOTE: 

RAILROAD CARS WlTH MOVING TARGETS 

POP-UP SILHOUETTES 

TANK YARD CO-LOCATED WlTH TRAINING CENTER SOUTH OF 8-75 

COMPUTER CONTROLLED FROM TRAINING CENTER 

OBSERVATION TOWER AT NORTHEAST CORNER OF RANGE 

ONLY USED WEEKENDS BUT NEGOTIATING WEEKDAY USE 

NOTE 2: CURRENTLY NEGOTIATING TO SET UP A TANK MANEUVERING AREA 
NEAR CHOCTAW AIRFIELD WEST OF HIGHWAY 87 





AIR-TO-GROUND BOMB AND GUNNERY TEST RANGE 
(B-70) 

CAPABILITIES 

ONLY OVERLAND SUPERSONIC WEAPONS DELIVERY RANGE EAST OF 
THE WHITE SANDS MISSILE RANGE 

*** 13 MILES LONG, 1.25 MILES WIDE 

MULTIPURPOSE (GROUND AND FLIGHT TEST) 

.** LASER TESTING 

NAVY SHALLOW WATER MINE COUNTERMEASURES TEST POND 

TY PlCAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

SEEK EAGLE (AFSEO) 

SENSOR FUSED WEAPON (ASCIYH) 

LIGHT WEIGHT SKAD (SURVIVAL KIT AIR DROPPABLE) (AFSEO) 

SHALLOW WATER TESTING (NAVY) 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 



AIR-TO-GROUND BOMB AND 
GUNNERY TEST RANGE B-70 



Air-To-Ground Bomb And Rocket Test Range (570 )  

Spotting Tower 
A Harp 

Cine "T" 





THREAT SlTE A-30 
CAPABILITIES 

EGLIN'S LARGEST EC TEST SlTE 

*-• SADS - VlllR 

WEST - XIC 

XM - 40 (SIGNAL SOURCE ONLY) 

FLYCATCHER 

MPQ - 46 HAWK HIGH POWER ILLUMINATOR 

TWO ROLANDS 

ONE MOBILE SYSTEM 

**** ONE FULLY INSTRUMENTED SYSTEM 

TY PEAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

TEWS (AIR FORCE) 

ECM (ELECTRONIC COUNTER MEASURES) (ARMY) 

BELGIAN RWR 

COUNTERMEASURES (NAVY) 

I OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING b 





Threat Site (A-30) 
1. Radar Pad 

2. Flycatcher And Data Van a 
I 

\am- 

.? 

rrr*;m xvd.m .- . .  
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HYPERVELOCITY RESEARCH FACILITY (A-1 5) 

CAPABILITIES 

ELECTRIC GUN TECHNOLOGY DEVELOPMENT FOR STRATEGIC 
AND THEATER MISSILE DEFENSE 

6.3 LEVEL RESEARCH IN ELECTROMAGNETIC LAUNCHERS, 
ELECTROTHERMAL CHEMICAL GUNS, AND RAM ACCELERATORS 

EXPERIMENTAL PLASMA PROCESSING FACILITY 

TYPICAL ACTIVITIESICUSTOMERS 

ARMATURE RESEARCH (ARDEC) 

IN-BORE INSTRUMENTATION DIAGNOSIS (TECOM) 

PROPOSED LAUNCH SITE FOR TMD MISSILE INTERCEPTORS 
(THAAD, PATRIOT, ~31)  

MODELING I SIMULATION 

INTEGRATION LABORATORY TESTING 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 



HYPERVELOCITY RESEARCH 
FACILITY A-15 

P r o p o s e d  A r m y  T h e a t e r  M i s s i l e  DefenseIEM G u n  Tes t ing  



HYPERVELOCITY RESEARCH FACILITY (A-15) - 



ST-V AL1713Vd 
H3NVXSIIH ALCI372IAXXdAH 



HURLBURT FIELD 

CAPABILITIES 

** HURLBURT RUNWAY 9,600 x 150 FEET 

** AIR FORCE SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND 

WORLDWIDE DEPLOYMENT AND ASSIGNMENT TO REGIONAL 
UNIFIED COMMANDS 

** 16TH SPECIAL OPERATIONS WING 

UNCONVENTIONAL WARFARE 

COUNTERINSURGENCY 

*** PSYCHOLOGICAL OPERATIONS 

TY PlCAL ACTlVlTl ESICUSTOMERS 

** SEARCH AND RESCUE (DESERT SHIELDIDESERT STORM) 

** EMERGENCY EVACUATION COVERAGE (NAVY) 

** CLOSE AIR SUPPORT (USAF) 

* 8 . t  

I D -  





GRADUATE ENGINEERING AND RESEARCH CENTER 
(GERC) 

e FACILITY 

** 45,000 SQ FT INITIALLY 

**  OFFICESICLASSROOMS 

* *  RESEARCH LABORATORIES 

GRADUATE PROGRAM 

** MASTERS AND DOCTORATE DEGREES 

CONTINUING EDUCATION 

0. GRADUATE ELECTIVE COURSES 

** SHORT COURSES AND SEMINARS 

** LOCAL, STATE, NATIONAL, AND INTERNATIONAL OFFERINGS 

RESEARCH 

** WORLD CLASS FACILITIES AND EXPERTISE 

TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER 

** STATE AND FEDERAL INITIATIVES 

* *  OPPORTUNlTlES FOR GERC AND STATE OF FLORIDA 





BASE INSTALLATION SECURITY SYSTEMS 
(BISS) (C-3) 

CAPABILITIES 

EVALUATE AND CERTIFY SECURITY SENSORS AND BASE 
SECURITY SYSTEMS 

IMPROVE SYSTEM PERFORMANCE AND INSTALLATION 
TECHNIQUES 

EVALUATE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS ON SECURITY SYSTEMS 

TYPICAL ACTIVITIESJCUSTOMERS 

VTW - 400 SENSOR (ESCIAVJ) 

FIBER OPTIC INTRUSION DETECTION SYSTEM (ESCIAVJ) 

RELOCATABLE SENSOR SYSTEM (ESCIAVJ) 

INSTALLED SYSTEMS TESTING 





TREMENDOUS BIODIVERSITY .. ALMOST HALF OF 83 NATURAL RESOURCE COMMUNITIES IN FLORIDA 

DEEP WELL DRAINED SAND PHYSIOGRAPHY .. ROLLING SANDHILL RIDGES WITH 600 MILES OF CLEAR COOL SEEPAGE 
STREAMS OF HIGHEST QUALITY IN SOUTHEAST US 

SANDHILL ECOSYSTEM LARGEST IN SOUTHEAST - 78% OF EGLIN .. LARGEST CONTIGUOUS OLD GROWTH LONG LEAF PINE .. WORLD'S FOURTH LARGEST POPULATION OF ENDANGERED RED COCKADED WOODPECKER .. 98% OF ENTIRE RANGE OF THE ENDANGERED OKALOOSA DARTER .. HIGH DIVERSITY OF RARE HERPETOFAUNA 

PRISTINE BARRIER ISLANDS FOR 20 MILES ALONG GULF OF MEXICO 
.e LARGEST INTACT POPULATION OF BEACH MICE IN NORTHWEST FLORIDA .. 53% OF FLORIDA'S THREATENED SNOWY PLOVER 
m e  NESTING AREA FOR LOGGERHEAD AND GREEN SEA TURTLES 

GOAL - SUPPORT AIR FORCE TEST MISSION & DoD TRAINING ACTIVIT~ES .. RESPONSIBLE STEWARDSHIP UTlLlZlNq INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMEM .. ENSURE ECOSYSTEM VIABILITY AND DIVERSITY .. PROVIDE FOR COMPATIBLE MULTIPLE LAND-USE 

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN (NRMP) 93-97 .. FIRST ECOSYSTEM NRMP IN DOD .. PROVIDES STRATEGIC GUIDANCE FOR LONG RANGE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
*. INITIATES ON-GOING RESEARCH/MONITORING PROORAMS TO ASSESS ECOSYSTEM IMPACT/HEALTH .. EXTENSIVE COORDINATION WITH ACADEMIA AND CONSERVATION ORGANIZATIONS -- TEST AREAS (CLEARED LAND) ARE ONE OF FOUR LAND CATEGORIES RECOGNIZED 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
RANGE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
18 MONTH $2+ MILLION EFFORT TO FORMALLY DOCUMENT RANGE TEST CAPACITY AND 

COMPATIBILITY WITH THE ENVIRONMENT - EXPEDITE TESTING! 
PROACTIVELY DOCUMENT RANGE-LAND USE TO PUBLIC IN ORDER TO AVOID ENCROACHMENT 





AWARDED THE NATURE CONSERVANCY'S 
"PRESIDENT'S CONSERVATION ACHIEVEMENT AWARD FOR 1993" 

PERMIT~ED TO TAKE ENDANGERED RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER (RCW) 
IN SUPPORT OF TESTING 
** EXTENSIVE HABITATE ENLARGEMENT WITH ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
** FIVE YEAR MONITORING PROGRAM TO ASSESS TRENDS 

CONDUCTED MAJOR JOINT LOGISTICS OVER THE SHORE (JLOTS) EXERCISE 
WITH NO ADVERSE ACTION 
** COMPLETED INTENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
** TRANSFERRED 3 MILLION GALLONS OF FUEL FROM SHIP TO BARRIER ISLAND AND OFF WITHOUT A SPILL 

'?i WOULD SAY, WITHOUT HESITATION, 

THAT IT IS THE FINEST PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT PLAN I EVER READ" 

THE NATURE CONSERVENCY, 

f 
"THIS IS AN OUTSTANDING PLAN. IT IS' 

FAR AND ABOVE THE BEST... FOR 

PUBLICALL Y OWNED LAND" 

\ SIERRA CLUB j 
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TEST &EVALUATION BUDGET 

INSTITUTIONAL FUNDING* 
OPERATION & MAINTENANCE 
AVIATION DEPOT LEVEL REPARABLES (AVDLRs) 

TOTAL INSTITUTIONAL FUNDING 
TOTAL INVESTMENT FUNDING 
TOTAL CUSTOMER FUNDING* 
TOTAL MILCON FUNDING 
TOTAL MILITARY PAY* 
OTHER FUNDING** 
TOTAL AFDTC FUNDING 

AREA 

STATISTICS 

PERSONNEL 
AFDTC (PE65807 and 65708, only)* 

MILITARY 
CIVILIAN 
CONTRACTOR 

TOTAL EGLIN* 
MILITARY 
CIVILIAN 
CONTRACTOR 

AIRSPACE scheduled by Eglin 
OVERLAND 
OVERSEA 

ADDITIONAL SCHEDULABLE AIRSPACE 
OVERLAND 
OVERSEA 

TOTAL AVAILABLE AIRSPACE 

Includes 46TG located at Holloman AFB, NM. ** Includes BOS, RPM, Minor Constuction, Environment Compliance, Wildlife, 
MFH, Training, Family Support, Child Care, Etc. 

*** A request for an additional 33,350 sq. statute miles is being processed. 

89,732 sq statute miles* 
3,044 

86,688 
33,085 sq statute miles 

8,025 
25,060 

122,817 sq statute miles*** 





ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (EMTE) 

PURPOSE 

OPEN AIR FLIGHT TESTING (DT&E, OT&E, QT&E, TRAlNlNG 
TACTICS) FOR ECM AND ECCM EFFECTIVENESS TESTING 

PRINCIPLE USAF EC TEST AREA 

MAJOR ASSETS 

52 THREAT SYSTEMS; INCLUDING US, FOREIGN, 
SIMULATOR, AND SURROGATE SYSTEMS 

23 TEST SITES 

26 MULTIPURPOSE SUPPORT SYSTEMS / FACILITIES 
SHARED WITH ASTE 

CO-LOCATED WITH PRIMES AND GWEF 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

EC ASSESSMENT AND EFFECTIVENESS 

RADAR WARNING RECEIVER TESTING AND TRAINING 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





TEST SlTE A-3 

PURPOSE 

MULTIPURPOSE TEST SlTE 

sea THREAT SIMULATORS FOR ECM EVALUATION 

TSPI RADAR FOR AIRCRAFT TRACKING 

m a  RADIO LINKS FOR FLIGHT SAFETY 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

2 SIMULATED THREAT SIGNAL SOURCES 

a m *  SADS IV (SAM SYSTEM) 

* a e  WEST lBlC (AAA SYSTEM) 

2 ANIMPS-19 TRACKING RADAR SYSTEMS 

TIME-SPACE-POSITION INFORMATION (TSPI) 

*ae  RADAR REFLECTIVITY DATA COLLECTION 

m a  UHF COMMAND GUIDANCE SYSTEM FOR DRONE CONTROL 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





FREQUENCY CONTROL AND ANALYSIS (FCA) FACILITY 
TEST SITE A-6 

PURPOSE 

ENSURE RF INTERFERENCE-FREE OPERATIONS 

RF MONITORING AND RECORDING 

UHF AIR-GROUND COMMUNICATIONS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

CHECK AND RECORD GROUND AND AIRBORNE EMITTER 

PARAMETERS PRIOR TO ECM TESTING 





TEST SITE A-7 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 

TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST SlMUhATED THREAT 

MISSILE SYSTEMS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

SADS I (SAM SIMULATOR) 

LOW POWER ILLUMINATOR SIGNAL SOURCE (LPISS) 

TRACK-WHILE-SCAN (TWS) SIMULATOR 

REAL TIME TSPl DATA VIA COMPUTER SCIENCES CENTER LINK 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





TEST SITE A-I I 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 
TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST SIMULATED THREAT 
MISSILE SYSTEMS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

SADS XI (SAM SIMULATOR) 

SADS XI M (SAM SIMULATOR) 

ONE-OF-A-KIND, SEMI-ACTIVE CLOSED-LOOP MISSILE 
SIMULATOR (CLS) AND MISSILE FLY-OUT SIMULATOR 

SADS VI M (SAM SIMULATOR) 

*** ONE-OF-A-KIND, SEMI-ACTIVE CLOSED-LOOP MISSILE 
SIMULATOR (CLS) 

* a e  MISSILE FLY-OUT SIMULATOR 

HIGH POWER ILLUMINATOR SIGNAL SOURCE (HPISS) 

* a e  TARGET ILLUMINATOR SYSTEM 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 



TEST SITE A-11 



TEST SITE A-12 

PURPOSE 

OPERATING BASE FOR MOBILE AAA RADAR SYSTEMS, 

THREAT SIMULATORS, AND/OR CONTROL AND ACQUlSlTlON 

RADARS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

** WEST I A, MOBILE FlRE CONTROL THREAT SIMULATOR 

** WEST X, MOBILE FlRE CONTROL THREAT SIMULATOR 

*- WEST XI B, MOBILE THREAT SYSTEM 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





TEST SITE A-1 3A 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 
- - 2 FIXED THREAT SIMULATORS 

*** SADS Ill B (MEDIUM RANGE SAM) 

*** SADS Vlll (SHORT-MEDIUM RANGE SAM) 

**** REAL-TIME CLOSED-LOOP MISSILE SIMULATION 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 
TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST SIMULATED THREAT 
MISSILE SYSTEMS 

MOBILE THREAT SIMULATOR . 

*** SADS V (SIGNAL SOURCE), RF SIMULATOR 

**  SPECIALIZED ECM TEST INSTRUMENTATION 





TEST SITE A-1 7 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 
TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST SIMULATED THREAT 
MISSILE SYSTEMS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

SADS II (MEDIUM RANGE SAM) 

SADS II W, ELECTRONIC COUNTER-COUNTERMEASURE 
SUB-SYSTEM 

INSTRUMENTED FOR TRANSMITTING DATA 

SIMULATED MISSILE MISS-DISTANCE 

TRACKING ERRORS 

TSPl DATA 

SPECIALIZED ECM TEST INSTRUMENTATION 

OPEN AIR RANGE TESTING 





TEST SlTE A-20 

MASTER TARGET TRACKING AND TSPl DATA SlTE FOR EMTE 

AND ASTE 

MOST SOPHISTICATED SlTE IN THE DEGREE OF INTEGRATION 

WITH OTHER EMTE INSTRUMENTED SYSTEMS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

REMOTE BACKUP FLIGHT CONTROL CENTER FOR CENTRAL 

CONTROL FACILITY (CCF) 

FOUR ANIFPS-16 TRACKING RADAR SYSTEMS 

ACCURATE AIRBORNE POSITION DATA OUT TO 500 NMI 





TEST SITE A-21 /A-21 A 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 
TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST SIMULATED THREAT 
MISSILE SYSTEMS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

2 SIMULATED THREAT SYSTEMS 

*** SADS IV (MEDIUM RANGE SAM) 

*** SADS X, SIGNAL SOURCE (NOT PICTURED) 

**** EMITTER-ONLY SIMULATION OF TARGET TRACK RADAR 

ACQUISITION SYSTEM 

*** WEST XV 

**** EARLY WARNING AND TARGET ACQUISITION RADAR 

SPECIALIZED ECM TEST INSTRUMENTATION 



AX I S ~ M  AI saws 
I- 



TEST SlTE A-30 

PURPOSE 

MULTIPURPOSE THREAT SlTE FOR MOBILE *'VICTIM1' RADAR 
SYSTEMS, THREAT SIMULATORS, AND/OR OTHER SYSTEMS 
AS REQUIRED. 

EGLIN'S LARGEST EC THREAT SlTE 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

SIMULATED THREAT SYSTEM 

WEST X (AAA SYSTEM) 

** REAL THREAT SYSTEMS 

*** FLYCATCHER, MOBILE FIRE CONTROL RADAR 

*** ROLAND (LOW ALTITUDE); BLUEIGRAY THREAT SYSTEM 

*** WESTXIC,(AAASYSTEM) 

SADS Vlll R 

** EXTENSIVE GROUND TEST SCENARIO SIMULATIONS 





Test Site A 3 0  

1. Radar Pad 

2. Flycatcher And Data Van 8 





TEST SITE B-10 

PURPOSE 

REALISTIC FLIGHT TEST EVALUATIONS OF EC EQUIPMENT, 

TACTICS, AND TECHNIQUES AGAINST EARLY WARNING I 

ACQUISITION THREAT RADARS 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

EARLY WARNING I TARGET ACQUISITION RADARS 

*** WEST IV, SIMULATED THREAT SEARCH 

*** WEST V, EWIGCI SIMULATOR 

WEST Ill R, THREAT SEARCH (NOT PICTURED) 





COMPUTER SCIENCES CENTER 

PURPOSE 

REAL-TIME ANALYSIS AND AIRBORNE TEST CONTROL 

PRINCIPLE CAPABILITIES 

SECURE FACILITY CAN SUPPORT SPECIAL ACCESS REQUIRED 
(SAR) NEEDS 

CRAY SUPERCOMPUTER (RATED AT 800 MEGAFLOPS, 
2 PROCESSORS) 

*** COMPUTATION AND VISUALIZATION SYSTEM FOR 
MODELING AND SIMULATION EFFORTS 

DIGITAL COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 

.** RANGE CONTROL, PILOT INTERFACE, AND ENCRYPTED 
TRANSMISSIONS 





TREMENDOUS BIODIVERSITY 
-a ALMOST HALF OF 83 NATURAL RESOURCE COMMUNITIES IN FLORIDA 

.m DEEP WELL DRAINED SAND PHYSIOGRAPHY 

.- ROLLING SANDHILL RIDGES WITH 600 MILES OF CLEAR COOL SEEPAGE 

STREAMS OF HIGHEST QUALITY IN SOUTHEAST US 

SANDHILL ECOSYSTEM LARGEST IN SOUTHEAST - 78% OF EGLIN 
em LARGEST CONTIGUOUS OLD GROWTH LONG LEAF PINE .. WORLD'S FOURTH LARGEST POPULATION OF ENDANGERED RED COCKADED WOODPECKER .. 98% OF ENTIRE RANGE OF THE ENDANGERED OKALOOSA DARTER 

.e HIGH DIVERSITY OF RARE HERPETOFAUNA 

PRISTINE BARRIER ISLANDS FOR 20 MILES ALONG GULF OF MEXICO .. LARGEST INTACT POPULATION OF BEACH MICE IN NORTHWEST FLORIDA 

em 53% OF FLORIDA'S THREATENED SNOWY PLOVER .. NESTING AREA FOR LOGGERHEAD AND GREEN SEA TURTLES 

THE PROGRAM = COMPREHENSIVE 
GOAL - SUPPORT AIR FORCE TEST MISSION & DoD TRAINING ACTIVITIES .. RESPONSIBLE STEWARDSHIP UTILIZING INTEGRATED NATURAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
rn ENSURE ECOSYSTEM VIABILITY AND DIVERSITY -. PROVIDE FOR COMPATIBLE MULTIPLE LAND-USE 

NATURAL RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN (NRMP) 93=97 
.D FIRST ECOSYSTEM NRMP IN DOD .. PROVIDES STRATEGIC GUIDANCE FOR LONG RANGE ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT .. INITIATES ON-GOING RESEARCH/MONITORING PROGRAMS TO ASSESS ECOSYSTEM IMPACT/HEALTH .. EXTENSIVE COORDINATION WITH ACADEMIA AND CONSERVATION ORGANIZATIONS 
a m  TEST AREAS (CLEARED LAND) ARE ONE OF FOUR LAND CATEGORIES RECOGNIZED 

PROGRAMMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND 
RANGE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
18 MONTH $2+ MILLION EFFORT TO FORMALLY DOCUMENT RANGE TEST CAPACITY AND 

COMPATIBILITY WITH THE ENVIRONMENT - EXPEDITE TESTING! 
' PROACTIVELY DOCUMENT RANGE-LAND USE TO PUBLIC IN ORDER TO AVOID ENCROACHMENT 





AWARDED THE NATURE CONSERVANCY'S 
"PRESIDENT'S CONSERVATION ACHIEVEMENT AWARD FOR 1993" 

CITED FOR PROGRAM DEVELOPMENT THAT INTEGRATED ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT AND MISSION OBJECTIVES 
* O  CITED FOR BREAKING DOWN ADMINISTRATIVE & LOGISTIC BARRIERS 

PERMITTED TO TAKE ENDANGERED RED-COCKADED WOODPECKER (RCW) 
IN SUPPORT OF TESTING 

EXTENSIVE HABITATE ENLARGEMENT WITH ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
FIVE YEAR MONITORING PROGRAM TO ASSESS TRENDS 

CONDUCTED MAJOR JOINT LOGISTICS OVER THE SHORE (JLOTS) EXERCISE 
WITH NO ADVERSE ACTION 
Om COMPLETED INTENSIVE ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
o m  TRANSFERRED 3 MILLION GALLONS OF FUEL FROM SHIP TO BARRIER ISLAND AND OFF WITHOUT A SPILL 

' 7  WOULD SAY, WITHOUT HESITATION, 

THAT IT IS THE FINEST PUBLIC LAND 

MANAGEMENT PLAN I EVER READ" I 1 
I THE NATURE CONSERVENCYJ 

\ 
"THIS IS AN OUTSTANDING PLAN. IT IS 

FAR AND ABOVE THE BEST.,, FOR 

PUBLICALLY OWNED LANDff 

\ SIERRA CLUB J 







This document is a Directory of USAF Air Warfare Center Eglin, AFB Florida. It is too 
large to be scanned in for electronic view. 



This document is a Directory of USAF Air Warfare Center Eglin, AFB Florida. It is too 
large to be scanned in for electronic view. 



This document is a Directory of USAF Air Special Operations Command Eglin, AFB 
Florida. It is too large to be scanned in for electronic view. 



This document is a Directory of USAF Development Test Center Eglin, AFB Florida. It 
is too large to be scanned in for electronic view. 



Documeilt S eparator 



COBRA REALIGNWENT SUMMARY (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  1/2 
D a t a  A s  Of 07:08 01/26/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  17:06 03/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : A F J - 5  (EC) 
S c e n a r i o  FiLe : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\EMTEHOVE.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA9S\AF\D#)\DEPOT.SFF 

w S t a r t i n g  Y e a r  : I996 
F i n e l  Y e a r  : 1998 
ROI  Y e a r  : 1999 (1 Y e a r )  

N e t  C o s t s  (SK) C o n s t a n t  D o l l a r s  
1996 1997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  1Con 0 0 
P e r s o n  30 - 7 
O v e r h d  73 3 1 
M o v i n g  216 1 
M i s s i o  0 0 
O t h e r  0 0 

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

O f f  0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n  1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 0 1 1  0 0 0 
E n 1  4 0 8 0 0 0 
S t u  0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v  
TOT 

S i m n a r y :  - - - - - - - -  
HOVE EMTE SIMULATORS AND E G L I N  EC OAR TO N E L L I S  COMPLEX 
MOVE PERSONNEL TO EDUARDS 
CONTRACTOR SUPPORT TRANSFERS TO N E L L I S  COHPLEX 
W I N T A I N S  12 SYSTEMS AT E G L I N  AS SIGNAL SOURCE ONLY 
MCTHBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT E G L l N  

T o t a l  - - - - -  
0 

- 37 
390 

2,002 
.8,679 

0 

B e y o n d  

0 
-36 
4 7 
0 

-2,630 
0 

T o t a l  - - - - -  



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA 6.08) - Pege 2/2 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Peckage : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Costs (SK) Constant Do1 Lars 
1996 1997 - - - - - - - -  

M i  lCon 0 0 
Person 86 48 
Overhd 73 68 
noving 228 1 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 388 117 

Savings CSK) Constant Dol lars 
1996 7997 - - - -  - - - -  

M i  LCon 0 0 
Person 56 56 
Overhd 0 37 
Moving 12 0 
Uissio 0 0 
Other 0 0 

TOTAL 68 92 1,169 3,347 3,347 3,347 

Total - - - - -  
0 

840 
823 

2,044 
1,340 

0 

Total - - - - -  
0 

877 
4 34 
42 

Beyond 
* - - - - - 

0 
156 
167 

0 
406 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

191 
120 
0 

3,036 
0 



NET PRESENT VALUES REPORT (COBRA ~S.08) 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario Fi  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EWTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Year Cost(S1 Adjusted Cost($) - - - -  ------- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
1596 319,506 315,201 
1597 24,633 23,651 
1998 1,186,652 1,108,840 
1 999 -2,618,353 -2,381,178 
2000 -2,618,353 -2,317,448 
2001 -2,618,353 -2,255,424 
2002 -2,618,353 -2,195,060 
2003 -2,618,353 -2,136,311 
2004 -2,618,353 -2,079,135 
2005 -2,618,353 -2,023,489 
2006 -2,618,353 -1,969,332 
2007 -2,618,353 -1,916,625 
2008 -2,618,353 -1,865,329 
2009 -2,618,353 -1,815,405 
2010 -2,618,353 -1,766,817 
201 1 -2,618,353 -1,719,530 
2012 -2,618,353 -1,673,509 
2013 -2,618,353 -1,628,719 
2014 -2,618,353 -1,585,128 
2015 -2,618,353 -1,542,704 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6 .08)  - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95V\F\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 

w Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95V\F\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

(411 values i n  Do l la rs )  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

M i l i t a r y  Construct ion 
Femily Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Accomt 
Land Purchases 

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Tota l  - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i  1 i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Tota l  - Moving 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Tota l  - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Tota l  One-Time Costs 2,216,093 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

M i  1 i t a r y  Construct i o n  Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 42,390 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 42,390 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Tota l  Net One-Time Costs 2,173,703 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DdD\EMTEMOE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\OEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDWARDS, U 
(411 values in Dol lars)  

Construct i o n  
M i l i t a r y  Construction 
Family Housing Construct ion 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i  Lien Ear l y  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  Neu Hires 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenp 1 oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program P l a ~ i n g  Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Moving 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
One-Time Moving Costs 

Cost - - - -  Sub-Total - - - - - - - - -  

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 0 
Envirorrnental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 44,000 
_ _ _ * _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - - - - - _ - * - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-T ime novi ng Savings 0 
Envirormental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

- - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

Total One-Time Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 44,000 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 3 / 4  
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%UF\DoD\EMTEMOM.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

B R S ~ :  EGLIN, FL 
( A l l  values i n  Dol lars)  

Category - - - - - - - -  
Construct ion 

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

Tota l  - Construct ion 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear l y  Retirement 
C iv i  l i a n  Neu Hi res 
El iminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C i v i l i a n  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 
Fre ight  
One-Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

HAP / RSE 0 
Envirormental M i t i g a t i o n  Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 0 

Total - Other 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 2,172,093 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-T ime Savings 

Hi l i t a r y  Construct ion Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
U i l i t a r y  Moving 42,390 
Land Sales 0 
One- T i m e  Moving Savings 0 
Environmental M i t i g a t i o n  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Time Savings 42,390 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 2,129,703 



ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 4/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CCJBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 

w Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: NELLIS. NV 
(PLL values in  Dol lars)  

Ce tegory - - - - - - - -  
Construction 

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

Total - Construction 

Personnel 
C i v i l i a n  RIF 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Retirement 
C i v i l i a n  l e u  Hires 
Eliminated M i l i t a r y  PCS 
Unenp 1 oyment 

Total - Personnel 

Overhead 
Progrem P l a ~ i n g  Support 
Mothball / Shutdown 

Total - Overhead 

Movi ng 
C iv i  Lian Moving 
C i v i l i a n  PPS 
M i  1 i t a r y  Moving 
Freight 
--Time Moving Costs 

Total - Moving 

Other 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r m t a l  M i t i ga t i on  Costs 
Om-Time Unique Costs 

Total - Other 

Cost Sub-Total - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  

--.--------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Total One-Time Costs 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - * - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

One-Time Savings 
M i l i t a r y  Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
M i l i t a r y  Moving 0 
Land Sales 0 
One-Tim Moving Savings 0 
Envirormental M i t i ga t i on  Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Total One-Tim Savings 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Tim Costs 0 



TOTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 1 / 4  
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95V\F\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

ALL Costs in  SK 
Total IMA Land Cost 

Base Name M i  lCon Cost Purch Avoid - - - - - - - - * - - - - - -  - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  
EDhlARDS 0 0 0 0 
EGLIN 0 0 0 0 
NELL 1 S 0 0 0 0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Totals: 0 0 0 0 

Total 
Cost - - - - -  

0 
0 
0 - - - - - - -  
0 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA v5 -08) 
Data As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF . ~ 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: EDUARDS, CA 

BRSE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C iv i  l i ens  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

728 3,754 0 3,876 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
From Base: EGLIN, FL 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  4 0 11 0 0 0 15 
En l i s ted  4 0 8 0 0 0 12 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  8 0 17 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL 16 0 36 0 0 0 52 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS ( I n t o  EDUARDS, CA): 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  4 0 11 0 0 0 15 
En1 i s t e d  4 0 8 0 0 0 12 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ens  8 0 17 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL 16 0 36 0 0 0 5 2 

B4SE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En1 i s t e d  Students C i v i  1 ians - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

743 3,766 0 3,901 

PERSONNEL S W R Y  FOR: EGLIN, FL * BISE POPULATION (FY 1996, P r i o r  t o  BRAC Action): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C i v i  1 ians 

PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS: 
To Base: EDUARDS, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
Of f i ce rs  4 0 11 0 0 0 15 
En l i s ted  4 0 8 0 0 0 12 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n s  8 0 17 0 0 0 25 
TOTAL 16 0 36 0 0 0 52 

TOTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNMENTS (Out o f  EGLIN, 
1996 1997 1998 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

Of f i ce rs  4 0 11 
En l i s ted  4 0 8 
Students 0 0 0 
C i v i  l i ans  8 0 17 
TOTAL 16 0 36 

FL):  
1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  

0 0 0 15 
0 0 0 12 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 25 
0 0 0 52 

BRSE POPULATION ( A f t e r  BRAC Act ion): 
O f f i ce rs  En l i s ted  Students C iv i  l i a n s  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

1,413 6,075 0 4,016 



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Pege 2 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

PERSONNEL IUWARY FOR: UELLIS, W 

BASE POWLATION (FY 1996, Prior t o  BRAC Action): 
Officers En1 isted Students 
- - m e - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

89 1 6,317 0 

BASE POWLATlON (After BRAC Action): 
Officers En1 isted Students - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - -  

891 6,317 0 

Civi 1 iens - - - - - - - - - -  
1,064 

Civi l iens - - - - - - - - - -  
I, 064 



TOTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 1/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\CaBRA95~F\OOD\EMTEnOVE.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  ---- ---- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 8 0 1 7 0 0 0 2 5  

Ear ly  Reti  rement* 10.00% 1 0 2 0 0 0 3 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 
C i v i  l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 1 0 3 0 0 0 4 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving ( the remainder) 5 0 9 0 0 0 1 4  
C i v i l i a n  Posi t ions Avai lab le 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  

CJVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i  1 i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
C i v i l i a n s  Avai lab le t o  Move 
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 8 0 1 7 0 0 0 2 5  
C i v i l i a n s  Moving 5 0 9 0 0 0 1 4  
Neu C i v i l i a n s  Hired 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
T O T A L C l V I L I A N P R l O R l T Y P L A C E M E N T S #  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  

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

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

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Stat ion. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario Fike : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDUARDS, CA Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C iv i l i ans  Moving ( the reminder)  0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C iv i  l i e n  Posit ions Avai Lable 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear ly  Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C iv i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RlFs ( the  reminder)  

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
New C iv i l i ans  Hired 
Other C iv i  Lian Addit ions 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RlFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
V i l l i n g  t o  Move are not appl icable for-moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The ra te  
of  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:M 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95VIF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 
Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 
Civ i  1 i an Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 
C i v i  Lien Posit ions Avai lable 

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

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C iv i  Lian Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TCTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS l O 2 0 0 0  3 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVlLIAN NEW HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

* Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover. and C iv i l i ans  Not 
Willing t o  Move are not appl icable for'moves under f i f t y  miles. 

# Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Plac-ts involve a Permanent Change of  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



PERSONNEL IMPACT REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 4/4 
Data As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \COBRA%\AF\OOO\EUTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fctrs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: NELLIS, NV Rate 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - - -  
CIVILlAN POSITIONS REALIGNING OUT 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Ear ly  Retirement* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Regular Retirement* 5.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover* 15.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civ i l i ans  Moving ( the remainder) 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
C i v i l i a n  Posit ions Avai lable 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Ear 1 y Retirement 10.00% 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)* 10.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement# 60.00% 
Civ i l i ans  Avai lable t o  Move 
C i v i l i ans  Moving 
C i v i l i a n  RIFs ( the remainder) 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Civ i l i ans  Moving 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
New C i v i l i ans  Hired 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
Other C i v i l i a n  Addit ions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

TOTAL CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRMENTS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN RIFS 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN PRIORITY PLACEMENTS# 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEU HIRES 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

Ear ly  Retirements, Regular Retirements, C i v i l i a n  Turnover, and C i v i l i ans  Not 
W i l l i ng  t o  Move are not appl icable f o r  moves under f i f t y  miles. 

Y Not a l l  P r i o r i t y  Placements involve a Permanent Change o f  Station. The r a t e  
o f  PPS placements involv ing a PCS i s  50.00% 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fct rs  FiLe : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

ONE-TIME COSTS 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 
-----(%)----- - - - -  - - - -  --*a - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

W I LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fan Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Lend Purch 0 0 0 0 0 0 

0&I( 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Re t i re  

CIV MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
Home Purch 
HHG 
n i s c  
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  

Unemployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
New H i re  
1-Time nove 

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 7 0 16 0 0 0 
POV Mi les  3 0 7 0 0 0 
HHG 35 0 86 0 0 0 
Misc 6 0 13 0 0 0 

OTHER 
El im PCS 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Envirormental 0 0 0 0 0 0 
I n f o  Manage 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL WE-TIME 288 17 1,911 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA vS.08) - Page 2/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DW\EMTEnoVE .CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 -.--- (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
FAM HWSE OPS 0 0 0 
an 

RPHA 0 0 0 
BOS 51 51 167 
Unique Operat 0 0 0 
Civ  Salary 0 0 0 
CHMWS 0 0 0 
Caretaker 0 0 0 

MIL PERSOUNEL 
O f f  Salary 0 0 0 
En1 Salary 0 0 0 
House Allow 48 48 156 

OTHER 
Mission 0 0 122 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 100 100 445 

To ta l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COST 388 117 2,356 729 729 729 

ONE-TIME SAVES 
- - - * -  

1996 - - - -  1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  2001 
(SK)----- - - - -  

CONSTRUCTION 
M 1 LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Fern Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

OBM 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 12 0 30 0 0 0 

Tota l  - - - - -  

OTHER 
Land Sales 0 0 0 0 0 0 
E n v i r o m t a l  0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 12 0 30 0 0 0 

RECURRI NGSAVES - - - - -  (SKI-----  
FAM HOUSE OPS 
a n  

RPHA 
BDS 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Salary 
CHMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Al low 

O f  HER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 68 92 1,169 3,347 3,347 3,347 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  Le : C: \COBRA95\AF\DOO\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\DEWT.SFF 

ONE-TIME WET 1 996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Tota l  - - - - -  - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fern Housing 
ow 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ  Moving 
Other 

nrL PERSONNEL 
M: l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Lend 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 

F M  HOUSE OPS 
w 

RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAHWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i l ,  Salarv 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

House A 1 1 bu 
O f  HER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTPL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 319 25 1,187 -2,618 -2,618 -2,618 



APPROPRIATIONS D E T A I L  REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - P a g e  4/12 
D a t a  A s  Of 07:08 01/26/1995, R e p o r t  C r e a t e d  17:06 03/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  P a c k a g e  : A F J - 5  (EC) 
S c e n a r i o  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOO\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOl 

Base: EDWARDS, 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SKI----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fam H o u s i n g  
L a n d  P u r c h  

OM 
C I V  SALARY 

C i v  R I F s  
C i v  R e t i r e  

C I V  MOVING 
P e r  D i m  
POV M i l e s  
H o n e  P u r c h  
HHG 
M i s c  
H o u s e  H u n t  
PPS 
R I T A  

FRE 1 GHT 
P a c k i n g  
F r e i g h t  
V e h i c l e s  
D r i v i n g  

T o t a l  - - - - -  

U n e m p l o y m e n t  0 0 0 0 0 0 
OTHER 

P r o g r a m  P l a n  0 0 0 0 0 0 
S h u t d o m  0 0 0 0 0 0 
N e v  H i r e s  12 0 32 0 0 0 
1 - T i m e  Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
M I L  MOVING 

P e r  D i e m  
POV M i l e s  
HHG 
U i s c  

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i  r o r m e n t a l  
In fo  Manage 
1 - T i m e  O t h e r  

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 5/12 
Data As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE .CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDUARDS, 
RECURRINGCOSTS - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
w 
RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAHWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Of f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  
- - - - *  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL COSTS 112 100 355 323 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 - - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  1 998 1 999 
(SKI-- - - -  - - - -  - - - -  

CONSTRUCT ION 
M I  LCON 0 0 0 0 
Fm Housing 0 0 0 0 
om 

1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  - - - - -  

M i l  Moving 
OTHER 

Land Sales 
Envirormental 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
- - - - - ( fK)---- -  
FAH HOUSE OPS 
OM 
RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  - Page 6/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\EMTEWOVE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA~~\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EDUARDS, 
ONE-TIME NET 
-----(%)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 

M I  LCON 
Fern Housing 
o8n 

Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ  Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
Hl\P / RSE 
Environmental 
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAM HWSE OPS 
O&M 

RPM 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHWPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

M i l  Salary 1(1111 O:;b";e A1 LOW 

Procurement 
Mission 
n i s c  Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL NET COST 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 7/12 
Data As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : 
Option Package : 
Scenario F i l e  : 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : 

USAF 
AFJ-5 (EC) 
C:\COBRA95\AF\OOD\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
C:\COBRA%\AF\DOD\OEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
ONE-TIME COSTS 
- - - ** (W)-- -* -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fm Housing 
Land Purch 
o&M 

C I V  SALARY 
Civ RIFs 
Civ Ret i re 

crv MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Miles 
Home Purch 
HHG 
Misc 
House Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Dr iv ing 

Unenployment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdom 
M e w  Hires 
1-Time Move 

Total - - - - -  

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
MW Miles 
H HG 
Misc 

OTHER 
E l i m  PCS 

OTtlER 
HAP / RSE 
Envirormental 
I n fo  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 8/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95Y\F\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
RECURRINGCOSTS 1996 1997 1998 1 999 2000 2001 - - - - -  (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
FAH HOUSE OPS 0 0 0 0 0 0 
OBn 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 276 17 1,879 0 0 0 

ONE - T I ME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 ZOO0 2001 --.-- (SK)----- - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 

MI LCON o o o o o o 
Fern Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 
om 

1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 
MIL PERSONNEL 

M i  1 Moving y OTHER 
Land Sales 
EnvirormentaL 0 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 12 0 30 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(U()--*-- 

FAN HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMPUS 

M I L  PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL SAVINGS 68 92 1,169 3,347 3,347 3,347 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Total - - - - -  

Tota l  

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 



APPROPRlATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA 6.08) - Page 9/12 
Date As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: EGLIN, FL 
ONE-TIME NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

08dl 
Civ Retir /RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 

MIL PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

Tota l  - - - - -  

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)----- 
FAW HOUSE OPS 
o&M 
RPHA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ  Salary 

CHAMWS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

M i l  Salary 0 0 0 0 0 0 
~ o u s e ~ l l o u  - 56 -56 - 191 -191 -191 -191 

OTHER 
Procurement 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Mission 0 0 -91 1 -3,036 -3,036 -3,036 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 0 0 

TOT4L RECUR -56 -92 -1,139 -3,347 -3,347 -3,347 

TOT4L NET COST 208 -75 710 -3,347 -3,347 -3,347 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 10/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1595, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA%\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  Le : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\DEPOT.SFF 

w Base: YELLI.. NV 
ONE-TIME COSTS - - - - -  (SKI-- - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fern Housing 
Land Purch 
osn 
CIV SALARY 
Civ RlFs 
Civ Re t i re  

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

FREIGHT 
Packing 
Fre ight  
Vehicles 
Dr i v ing  
Unenp 1 oyment 
OTHER 
Program Plan 
Shutdoun 
Neu H i  res 
1-Time Move 

Tota l  - - - - -  

MIL PERSONNEL 
MIL MOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Mi les 
HHG 
Misc 

CTHER 
Elirn PCS 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a I  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 11/12 
Data As O f  07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOO\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOO\DEPOT.SFF 

Base: NELLIS. NV 
Tota l  - - - - -  

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

----. (SK)----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
ow 
RPHA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHAMWS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House A l l o u  

OTHER 
Mission 
Hjsc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

TOTAL COSTS 0 0 122 406 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 f 998 1999 
- - - - - (Qo--- - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
CONSTRUCTION 
nr LCON o o o o 
Fm Housing 0 0 0 0 

OBn 
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Tota l  - - - - -  

M i l  Moving w OTHER 
Land Sales 
Envi rormental 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 0 0 0 0 

RECURRINGSAVES 
-----(%)----- 

FACl HOUSE OPS 
w 

RPUA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
C i v  Satary 
CHAMPUS 

MIL PERSONNEL 
O f f  Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

OTHER 
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

Tota l  - - - - -  
0 

Beyond 
* - - - - -  

0 

TOTAL SAVINGS 0 0 0 0 



APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (CWRA ~5.08)  - Page 12/12 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOM.CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\OM)\DEPOT .SFF 

W Bane: NELLIs, Nv 
Tota l  - - - - -  ONE-TIME NET 1996 1997 1998 - - - - -  (SK)----- 

CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fern Housing 

08H 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ  Moving 
Other 

M I  I. PERSONNEL 
M i l  Moving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
E n v i r o m n t a l  
I n f o  Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

TOTAL ONE-TIME 

RECURRING NET - - - - -  (SK)-----  

F M  HOUSE OPS 
om 
RPMA 
60s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAMPUS 
MIL PERSONNEL 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
406 

0 
0 

406 

406 

Total - - - - -  
0 

M i l  Salary 
\y O;;geA1low 

Procurement 0 0 0 0 
M'ssion 0 0 122 406 
Misc Recur 0 0 0 0 
Unique Other 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL RECUR 0 0 122 406 

TOTAL NET COST 0 0 122 406 



PERSONNEL, SF, R W ,  AND BOS DELTAS (COBRA v5.08) 
D a t a  As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, R e p o r t  C r e s t e d  17:06 03/03/1995 

D e p a r t m e n t  : USAF 
Option P a c k a g e  : AFJ-5 (EC) 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
S t d  Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

P e r s o n n e t  SF 
B a s e  Change %Change Change %Change Chg/Per --.- -- - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  
EDIdARDS 52 1 X 0 OX 0 
EGLIN -52 OX 0 OX 0 
NELLlS 0 O X  0 OX 0 

Base - - - -  
EDUARDS 
EGLIN 
NELLIS 

B a s e  - - - -  
EDUARDS 
EGLIN 
NELLIS 

RPHACS) BOS(S) 
Change %Change Chg/Per Change %Change Chg/Per  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

0 OX 0 167,320 OX 3,218 
0 O X  0 -119,970 OX 2,307 
0 ox 0 0 OX 0 

RPHABOS ($1 
Change %Change Chg/Per - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - -  

167,320 O X  3,218 
119,970 OX 2,307 

0 OX 0 



RPWBOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08 )  
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scensr i o F i Le : C: \COBRA95UF\DOO\EMTEMOVE .CBR 
Std Fctrs F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DW\OEPOT.SFF 

Net Change(%) - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
RPHA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  
TOTAL CHANGES 

Total Beyond - - - - -  - - - - - -  
0 0 

339 47 
0 0 - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

339 47 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5 .08)  
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DM)\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Time-Phasing o f  Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name --------- 
EDUARDS, CA 
EGLIN. FL 
NELLIS, NV 

Strategy: - - - - - - - - -  
Realigrrnent 
Rea 1 igrment 
Real igrment 

Sunnery: - - - - - - - -  
MOVE EMTE SIMULATORS AND EGLIN EC OAR TO NELLIS COMPLEX 
MOVE PERSONNEL TO EDUARDS 
CONTRACTOR SUPPORT TRANSFERS TO NELLlS COMPLEX 
MAINTAINS 12 SYSTEMS AT EGLIN AS SIGNAL SOURCE ONLY 
MOTHBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT EGLIN 

INPtJT SCREEN TW - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---.------ 
EDUPRDS, CA 
EGLIN, FL 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
EGLIN, FL 
NELLIS, NV 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from EGLIN, FL t o  EDWARDS, CA 

V Of f i ce r  Posit ions: 
Enl 's ted Positions: 4 0 
C i v ' l i a n  Positions: 8 0 
Student Posit ions: 0 0 
Missn Eqpt (tons): 0 2 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 0 0 
M i l i t a r y  L igh t  Vehicles: 0 0 
Hea\y/Special Vehicles: 0 0 

INPLIT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EDWARDS, CA 

Tote 1 O f f i c e r  Employees: 
Tota l  En l i s ted  Employees: 
Tota l  Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i  1 i a n  Employees: 
M i l  Famil ies L iv ing  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not W i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai 1: 
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

Distance: - - - - - - - - -  
2,092 mi 
1,940 mi 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
Comnunications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMWS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08)  - Page 2 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i Le : C: \COBRA95\AF\DOO\EMTEMOVE .CBR 
Stcl Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA~~\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Neme: EGLIN, FL 

Total O f f i ce r  Employees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
n i l  Families L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l l i n g  To Move: 
Of f i ce r  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i ce r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA (S/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi le): 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

Total O f f i c e r  Enployees: 
Total En l i s ted  Enployees: 
Total Student Enployees: 
Total C i v i l i a n  Enployees: 
M i l  Famil ies L i v i n g  On Base: 
C i v i l i a n s  Not U i l L i n g  To Move: 
O f f i c e r  Housing U n i t s  Avai l :  
En l i s ted  Housing Un i ts  Avai l :  
Total Base Faci l i t ies(KSF): 
O f f i c e r  VHA ($/Month): 
En l i s ted  VHA tS/Monthl: 
Per Diem R a t e . ( ~ / ~ a ~ ) i  
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Won-Payroll ($K/Year): 
Cumunications (SK/Year): 
BOS Non-Payrol 1 (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($ /Vis i t ) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

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

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year): 
C o m i c a t  ions (SK/Year) : 
BOS Won-Payroll (SK/Year): 
BOS Payro l l  (SK/Year): 
Family Housing (SK/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat (S/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS Out-Pat ($/Visi t) :  
CHAMPUS S h i f t  t o  Medicare: 
A c t i v i t y  Code: 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EDWARDS, CA 

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

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save OK): 
Env Won-Mi LCon Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 
Act i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
M i  lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
F a m  Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci l  ShutDounCKSF): 

1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  - - - -  
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX ox OX OX 
ox ox ox OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

Yes 
No 



INWT DATA REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i l e  : C:\COBRA95UFWOO\EMTEMOVE.CBR 
Std Fc t rs  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 
1-Time Hoving Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MiLCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SK): 
Ac t i v  Mission Save (SKI: 
Misc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Misc Recurring SaveCSK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 
Construction Schedule(%): 
Shutdown Schedule (X): 
Mi lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fan Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAHPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAHPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Faci 1 ShutDoun(KSF): 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

1-Time U n i q w  Cost (SK): 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Moving Save (SK): 
Env Won-Hi lCon Reqd(SK): 
A c t i v  Mission Cost (SKI: 
A c t i v  Mission Save (SK): 
Hisc Recurring Cost(SK): 
Hisc Recurring Save(SK): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SK): 
Construct i o n  Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (XI: 
Mi lcon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 
Fain Housing Avoidnc(SK): 
Procurement Avoidnc(SK): 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Fac i l  ShutDom<KSF): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDoun: 

- PERSONNEL 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Percent Of f i ce rs  Married: 76.80% 
Percent En1 i s t e d  Harried: 66.90% 
En l i s ted  Housing M i  lCon: 80.00% 
Of f i ce r  Salary(S/Year): 78,668.00 
Off BAQ u i  t h  Dependents($): 7,073.00 
En l i s ted  Salary(S/Year): 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ wi th  Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unenploy Cost(S/Week): 174.00 
Unenployment E l ig ib i l i t y (Ueeks) :  18 
C i v i l i a n  Salary(S/Year): 46,642.00 
C i v i l i a n  Turnover Rate: 15.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Ear ly  Re t i re  Rate: 10.00% 
C i v i l i a n  Regular Re t i re  Rate: 5.00% 
C i v i l i a n  RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF F i l e  Desc: Depot Factors 

Civ Ear ly  Re t i re  Pay Factor: 9.00% 
P r i o r i t y  Placement Service: 60.00% 
PPS Actions Involv ing PCS: 50.00% 
C i v i l i a n  PCS Costs ($1: 28,800.00 
C i v i l i a n  New H i re  Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Median Home PriceCS): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.00% 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(S): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.00% 
Max Home Purch Reinburs($): 11,191.00 
C iv iL ian  Homeouning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90% 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeouner Receiving Rate: 0.00% 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA 35.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 07:08 01/26/1995, Report Created 17:06 03/03/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\EMTEMOVE. CBR 
Std Fct rs  F i  l e  : C:\COBRA95\AF\DOD\DEPOT .SFF 

w STANDARD FACT(RS SCREEN TIX) - FACILITIES 

RPMA Bu i ld ing  SF Cost Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPUA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
Program Management Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker Acbnin(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1-25 
Avg Bachelor Quarters(SF1: 256.00 
Avg Family Quarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT I n f l a t i o n  Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. Neu MiLCon Cost: 
I n f o  Management Account: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
MilCon SIOH Rate: 
M i  lCon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon S i t e  Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI: 
I n f l a t i o n  Rate f o r  NPV.RPT/ROI : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Material/Assigned PersoncLb): 710 
HHGPerOff Femily (Lb): 14,500.00 
HHG Per En1 Family (Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per C i v i l i a n  (Lb): 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost (S/lDOLb): 35.00 
AirTransport (S/PassMile) :  0.20 
Misc Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack Crate(S/Ton): 
M i l  L igh t  Vehicle(VMi1e): 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 
POV Reimkrrsement(S/Mile): 
Avg M i l  Tour Length (Years): 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 
One-Time Of f  PCS Cost($): 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

Category 

Hori zontal 
Waterfront 
A i r  Ocerations 
Operational 
Adn in is t ra t i ve  
School Bui l d inss  
Maintenance Sh& 
Bachelor Quarters 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining F a c i l i t i e s  
Recreation F a c i l i t i e s  
Conmmications Faci l 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT R E F a c i l i t i e s  
POL Storage 
Annunition Storage 
Medical F a c i l i t i e s  
Envi rormental 

UM - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EA) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( 1 

Category ----.--- 
OTHER 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optional Category M 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category 9 
Optional Category R 

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





COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (LWBRA ~5.08) - Page 1/2 
Data AS Of 11:)s 05/02/95. Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\EMTEHOVl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFINNSFF 

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

N W  in 2015(SK) : -42.114 
1-Time Cost (SKI : 6,046 

~ e t  Costs ISK) Constant 
1996 ---- 

MilCon 0 
Person 30 
Overhd 7 3 
Moving 216 
nissio 0 
Other 0 

Do1 lars 
1997 
- - - -  

0 
-7 
31 

2,202 
0 

1,500 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 - - - -  ---- ---- - - - -  ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Off 0 0 0 0 0 
En 1 0 0 0 0 0 
civ 0 0 0 0 0 
TOT 0 0 0 0 0 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
Of C 4 
mi 4 
StU 0 
Civ 8 
lVl! 16 0 3 6 0 

Sumnary : - - - - - - - - 
cai.r MWE 17 E W E  SIHWLATORS AND EGLIN EC OAR TO NELLIS CCMPLEX 

HOVE PERSONNEL 'I0 EKWARDS 
CONTiUClDR SUPPORT TRANSFERS TO NELLIS COMPLEX 
MAINTAINS 12 SYSTEMS AT ELIN AS SIGNAL SOURCE ONLY 
MYTHBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT EGLIN 

Total Beyond 
-----  ------  

0 0 
-37 -36 

Total ----- 



COBRA REALIGNMENT S W R Y  (COBRA v5 .OR) - Page 2/2 
Data Am Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

u" Department : USAF 
Option Package : AfJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\EMTEMOVl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\l€ST\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Costs ( S K I  Constant Dollars 
1996 1997 ---- ---- 

MilCon 0 0 
Person 8 6 48 
Overhd 73 6 8 
Moving 228 2,202 
~iseio 0 0 
Other 0 1.500 

Savings ( S K )  Constant 
1996 
---- 

Mi 1Con 0 
Person 5 6 
Overhd 0 
Moving 12 
Missio 0 
Other 0 

Dollars 
- 1997 ---- 

0 
5 6 
3 7 
0 
0 
0 

Tot a 1 
----- 

0 
840 
823 

4,414 
1,340 
1.500 

Total 
----- 

0 
877 
434 
4 2 

13,849 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

156 
167 
0 

406 
0 

Beyond ------ 
0 

191 
120 
0 

4,146 
0 



TOTAL ONE-TIME COST REPORT (COBRA ~5.081 
Data As Of 11:3S 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

1 Department : USAF 
Option Package : A N - 5  (EC) 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\EMTR40Vl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEFOTFIN.SFF 

(All values in Dollars) 

Category - - - - - - - - 
Construction 

Military Construction 
Family Housing Construction 
Information Management Account 
Land Purchases 

Total - Construction 
Personnel 
Civilian RIP 
Civilian Early Retirement - 
Civilian New Hires 
Eliminated Military PCS 
Unemployment 

Total - Personnel 

Cost Sub-Total 
---- - - - - - - - - - 

Overhead 
Program Planning Support 50,986 
Mothball / Shutdown 0 

Total - Overhead 50,986 

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

Total - Moving 
Other 

HAP / USE 0 
Environmental Mitigation Costs 0 
One-Time Unique Costs 1,500,000 

Total - Other 1,500,000 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Costs 6,086,093 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
One-Time Savings 

Military Construction Cost Avoidances 0 
Family Housing Cost Avoidances 0 
Military Hoving 42,390 
Land Sales 0 
One-Time Moving Savings 0 
Environmental Mitigation Savings 0 
One-Time Unique Savings 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total One-Time Savings 42,390 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
Total Net One-Time Costs 6,043,703 



TXAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08)  - Page 1/3 
Data As Of 11:)s 05/02/95.  Report Created 10:89 05/08/1995 

\ ' Department 
Opt ion Package 
Scenario File 

: USA€ 
: AFJ-5 (EC) 
: C:\COBRA508\T!3T\EMl'EMOVl.CBR 
: C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOFIN.SFF Std Fctrs File 

ONE-TIME COSTS ----- (SKI ----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 
Land Purch 
a n  
CIV SALRRY 
Civ RIF 
Civ Retire 
CIV HOVING 
Per Diem 
POV Milea 
Home Purch 
HHG 
nisc 
HOUSe Hunt 
PPS 
RITA 
FREIGHT 
Packing 
Freight 
Vehicles 
Driving 
Unemployment 
m R  
Program Plan 
Shutdown 
New Hire 
1-Time Move 

MIL PERS13NNEL 
MIL W I N G  
Per Diem 
F W  Miles 
HHG 
nisc 

OTHER 
Elim PCS 

O'IHER 
HAP / RSE 
Environmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 

T T A L  ONE-TIME 



m A L  APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 2/3 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95. Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : U S A €  
Option Package : .AN-5 (ECI 
Scenario File : C: \ C O B ~ ~ O ~ \ T E S T \ ~ V ~  .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.S€€ 

RECURRINGCOSTS 
- - - - -  (SK)----- 
€AM HOUSE OPS 
OhM 
RPMA 
BOS 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
CHMPUS 
Caretaker 

MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 

- --  . - -  
House Allow 

O?HER 
Mission 
Hisc Recur 
Unique Other 

TOTAL RECUR 

W t a l  Beyond ----- - - - - - -  
0 0 

ONE-TIME SAVES 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 - - - - -  (SK)----- ---- ---- ----  - - - -  - - - -  ---- 
CONSIRlK!TION 
MI LCON 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Pam Housing 0 0 0 0 0 0 

O M  
1-Time Move 0 0 0 0 0 0 

MIL PERSONNEL 

Total 
----- 

Land Sales 
Ehviromntal 
1-Time Other 

1T3TAL ONE-TI= 

RKURRIEIGSAVES 
- - - - -  (SK) ----- 
F M  HOUSE OPS 
( X M  
RFMA 
80s 
Unique Operat 
Civ Salary 
C W W S  
MIL PERSONNEL 
Off Salary 
En1 Salary 
House Allow 

r n R  
Procurement 
Mission 
Misc Recur 
Unique Other 
'IDTAL RECUR 

Tvtal Beyond 
- - - - -  - - - - - -  

0 0 

'IDTAL SAVIKS 6 8 9 2 1,669 4,457 4,457 4,457 



TOTAL APPROPRIATIONS DETAIL REPORT (COBRA v5.08) - Page 3/3 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ k a g e  l E Y 5  (Ec) 
Scenario File : C:\COBW\SO8\TEST\MTMOVl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.S€F 

ONE-TIME NET 
-----  (SK)----- 
CONSTRUCTION 
MILCON 
Fam Housing 

OLM 
Civ Retir/RIF 
Civ Moving 
Other 
nIL PERSONNEL 
Mil Uoving 

OTHER 
HAP / RSE 
bvironmental 
Info Manage 
1-Time Other 
Land 

'I(3TAL ONE-TIME 

Total 
- - - - -  

RECURRING NET ----- (SK)  ----- 
FAM HOUSE OPS 
OhM 
R PUA 
00s 
Unique Operat 
Caretaker 
Civ Salary 

CHAnPUS 
MIL PER93MJEL 
Mll Salary 
House Allow .. m R  

Total Beyond 
----- ------ 

0 0 

Procurement ul) Mission 
Misc Recur .-.. * - Unique Other 

?DTAL RECUR 

TDTAL NET COST 319 3,726 856 -3,728 -3,728 -3,728 



t - 
PERSGiWEL, SF, RPHA, AND W S  DELTAS (COBRA ~5.08) 

Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department :USAF W'  o p t l a  Package : AFJ-5 ( 1 ~ )  
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\!3fEhDVl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DER3TFIN.SFP 

Base 
---- 
EDWARDS 
EGLIN 
NELLIS 

Base ---- 
EDWARDS 
ECLIN 
NELLIS 

Base ---- 
EDWARDS 
EGLIN 
NELLIS 

Personnel 
Change %Change ------ ------- 

5 2 1 t 
-52 01 
0 0 I 

SF 
Change \Change Chg/Per ------ -------  - - - - - - -  

0 01 0 
0 0 1 0 
0 09 0 

RPHA(S1 - =(S) 
Change \Change Chg/Per Change 1Change ChgfPer 
------ ------- ------- ------ -------  ------- 

0 Ot 0 167,320 01 3,218 
0 09 0 -119,970 01 2,307 
0 09 0 0 01 0 

RPHABOS(S) 
Change \Change Chg/Per 
------ ------- ------- 

167,320 Ot 3.218 
-119,970 0% 2.307 

0 0 t 0 



'lDTAL MILITARY CONSTRUCTION ASSETS (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Parkage : AFJ-5 (EC) 
Scenario File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\MTMOvl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEFfJTFIN.SFF 

All Costs in SK 
Total InA Land Cost Total 

Rase Name MllCon Cost Pu rc h Avoid - Cost . . - - - - - - - - - ------ ---- ----- ----- - - - - -  
EWARDS 0 0 0 0 0 
EGLIN 0 0 0 0 0 
NELLIS 0 0 0 0 0 

mtals: 0 0 0 0 0 



NET PRESP(T VALUES REPORT (COBW ~5.08) 
Data A6 Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF w' k t  ion Packaae : AFJ-5 ,IT, 
-r - - - - -  - -  = - .--, 
Scenario File : C:\COBRASO8\TEST\EMTEFt3Vl.CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Year 
----  
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 
2002 
2003 
2004 
2005 
2006 
2007 
2008 
2009 
1010 
2011 
2012 
2013 
2014 
2015 
- 

Adjusted Cost ( $ 1  
----------------  

315,201 
3,577,069 
799,544 

-3,390,632 
-3,299,885 
-3,211,567 
-3,125.613 
-3,041,959 
-2,960,544 
-2,881,308 
-2,804,193 
-2,729,141 
-2,656,098 
-2,585,011 
-2,515,825 
-2,448,492 
-2,382,960 
-2,319,183 
-2,257,112 
-2,196,703 



lDTAL PERSONNEL IMPACT RErORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:)s 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

. . 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A 5 0 8 \ T E S T \ ~ V l . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEFWrFIN.SFF 

Rate ---- 
CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNIN CUT 

Early Retirement* 10.OOt 
Regular Retirement* 5.008 
Civilian Turnover* 15.00% 
Civs Not Moving (RIFsI *+ 
Civilians Uoving (the remainder) 
Civilian Positions Available 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS ELIMINATED 
Early Retirement 10.001 
Regular Retirement 5.00% 
Civilian 'Turnover 15,OOU 
Civs Not Moving (RIFs)*+ 
Priority Placement: 60.00% 
Civilians Available to Uove 
Civilians Moving 
Civilian RIFs (the remainder) 

Total 
----- 

2 5 
3 
1 
4 
3 

14 
11 

CIVILIAN POSITIONS REALIGNING IN 8 0 1 7 0 0 0 2 5  
Civilians Uoving , 5 0 9 0 0 0 1 4  
New Civilians Hired 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  
Other Civilian Additions 0 0 0 0 0 0  0 

m A L  CIVILIAN EARLY RETIRUENTS 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
'IWl'AL CIVILIAN RIPS 1 0 2 0 0 0  3 
~ L C I V I L I A N P R I O R I T Y P L A C M E N T S :  0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
TOTAL CIVILIAN NEW HIRES 3 0 8 0 0 0 1 1  

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

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

. +- * Not all Priority Placements involve a Permanent Change of Station. The rate 
of PPS placements involving a PCS is 50.00t 



PERSQNNEL YERRLY PERCPlTAGES (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  
Data As Of 1 1 ~ 3 5  05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EE) 
Scenar io  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\TEST\lWX'EbDVl.CBR 
S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

Rase: EDWARDS, CA 

Year ---- 
1996 
1.997 
1998 
1999 
ZOO0 
2001 

Pers  Moved I n  
T o t a l  Percen t  ----- ------- 

16 30.77% 
0 0.001 

36 69.23% 
0 0.001 
0 0.001 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
5 2 100.00% 

Rase: EGLIN, FL 

Year ---- 
1996 
1997 
1998 
1999 
2000 
2001 

P e r s  
m t a l  ----- 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 ----- 
0 

Base: NELLIS, NV 

Moved I n  
Percent  
- - - - - - - 

0.001 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.00% 
0.009 
0.00% - - - - - - - 
0.001 

U, y e a r  
P e r s  Moved I n  

m t a l  Percen t  ---- ----- - - - - - - - 
- -*. . 1996 0 0.001 

1997 0 0.00% 
1998 0 0.009 
1999 0 0.009 
2000 0 0.00% 
2001 0 0.00% 

- - - - -  - - - - - - - 
TOTALS 0 0.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase --------- 

30.77% 
69.23% 

0.001 
0.001 
0.00% 
0.00% 

- - - - - - - - - 
100.00% 

MilCon 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - - 

66.67% 
33.33% 

0.001 
0.001 
0.001 
0 .001  - - - - - - . . - - 

100.00% 

HilCon 
TimePhase - - - - - - - - - 

33.33% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.679 

0.00% - - - - - - - - - 
100.009 

Pers  Moved Cut/El iminated 
m t a l  Percent  ----- ------- 

0 0.00% 
0 0.001 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 
0 0.00% 

----- - - - - - - - 
0 0.001 

ShutDn 
Timephase --------- 

16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 
16.67% 

Pers  Moved Cut/El iminated S h u t h  
l b t a l  Percent  Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

16 30.17% 30.77t 
0 0.001 0.001 

36 69.23% 63.23% 
0 0.001 0.001 
0 0.00% 0.001 
0 0.001 0.001 

----- ------- --------- 
52 100.00% 100.00% 

Pers  Moved Cut/Elirninated ShutDn 
m t a l  Percent  Timephase ----- ------- --------- 

0 0.00% 16.67t 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.001 16.67% 
0 0.009 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.67% 
0 0.00% 16.679 

-----  - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - -  
0 0.00% 100 .oo t  



PERSONNEL SUMMARY REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAP 
Option Package : A N - I  (EC) 
Scenario Pile : c : \ c o B R A S O ~ \ T E S T \ ~ V ~ . C B R  
Std FCtrS File : C:\COBRASO~\TEST\DEFCJFIN.SFF 

PERSONNEL SUUMARY LQR: EWARDS, CA 

BASE POWLATION (€Y 1996. Prior to BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

728 3,754 0 

Civilians ---------- 
3,876 

PERSONNEL REALIG- : 
From Base: ELIN, FL 

1996 ---- 
Officers 4 
Enlisted 4 
Students 0 - 
Civilians 8 
mTAL 16 

TWTAL PERSONNEL REALIGNCIEFFIS 
1996 ---- 

Officers 4 
mlisted 4 
Students 0 
Civilians 8 
W A L  16 

(Into EIXJARDS, 
1997 1998 ---- ---- 
0 11 
0 8 
0 0 
0 17 
0 36 

CA): 
1999 2000 2001 
---- ---- ----  
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

lbtal 
----- 
15 
12 
0 
2 5 
52 

BASE POPVLATION (After BRAC Action): 
Officers Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- 

743 3,766 0 

BASE POPULATION (PI 1996, Prior to BRAC Action): 
Off icere Enlisted Students ---------- ---------- ---------- --- 1,428 6,087 0 

Civilians ---------- 
4,041 

PERSONNEL REVLIGNMENTS: 
'Tu Base: ELMUDS, CA 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total ---- - - - -  - - - -  ---- - - - -  - - - - - - - - - 
Of ficers 4 0 11 0 0 0 15 
Enlisted 4 0 8 0 0 0 12 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 8 0 17 0 0 0 25 
lWl'AL 16 0 36 0 0 0 5 2 

FYl'AL PERSONNEL REALIGNUENTS (Out of-DGLIN, PL) : 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 lbtal ---- ---- ---- ---- ----  - - - - - - - - - 

Officers 4 0 11 0 0 0 15 
Enlisted 4 0 8 0 0 0 12 
Students 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Civilians 8 0 17 0 0 0 25 
TWTAL 16 0 3 6 0 0 0 5 2 

BASE POPULATION (After BRAC Act ion) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
---------- ---------- ----------  

1.413 6,075 0 

Civilians ----------  
4,016 



PERSONNEL S W R Y  REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data A6 of 11:)s 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A ~ O ~ \ T E S T \ ~ V ~ . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

P E R W E L  SUMMARY FOR: NELLIS, MI 

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

891 6,317 0 

BASE POPULATION [After BRAC Action) : 
Officers Enlisted Students 
- - * - - - - - - -  ---------- ---------- 

891 6,317 0 

Civilians 
----------  

1,064 

Civilians 
---------- 

1.064 



- 
< 

b 

RPHA/BOS CHANGE REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Scenario ~ i l e  : C:\COBRA~O~\TEST\UCIMOV~ .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRASOB\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

Net Change (SK) 
--------------  
RPMA Change 
BOS Change 
Housing Change 
-------------- 
W A L  CHAM;= 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 Total 
---- - - - -  ---- - - - -  ---- -----  

0 0 0 0 0 0 
15 130 4 7 4 7 47 339 
0 0 0 0 0 0 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  
15 130 4 7 47 47 339 

Beyond 
------  

0 
47 
0 

. - - - - - - 
47 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA vS.08) 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02195, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF w option Package : AN-s (Ec) 
Scenario File : C : \ C O B R A S 0 8 \ T E S T \ ~ V l . C B R  
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN ONE - GENERAL SCENARIO INFORMATION 

Model Year One : M 1996 

Hodel does Time-Phasing of Construction/Shutdown: Yes 

Base Name 
- - - - - - - - - 
EDWARDS. CA 
ELIN, FL 
NELLIS. NV 

Strategy: --  ------- < 

Realignment 
Realignment 
Realignment 

S u m M r y  : 
- - - - - - - - 
HOVE 17FHTE SIMULATORS AND EGLIN EC OAR TO NELLIS COMPLEX - - 
HOVE PERSONNEL 'IO EDWARDS 
CONTRACTOR SUPPORT TRANSFERS TO NELLIS COMPLEX 
MINTAINS 12 SYSTEMS AT EGLIN AS SIGNAL SOURCE ONLY 
HO?HBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT ECLIN 

INPUT SCREPl W - DISTANCE TABLE 
From Base: 
- - - - - - - - - -  
EWARDS. CA 
KLIN, FL 

To Base: - - - - - - - - 
EGLIN, FL 
NELLIS. NV 

INPUT SCREEN WREE - M3VMENT TABLE 

Transfers from EGLIN. FL to EDWARDS, CA 

1996 ---- 
Officer Positions: 4 
Enlisted Positions: 4 

- Civilian Positions: 8 
Student Positions: 0 
M: ssn Eqpt (tons) : 0 
Suppt Eqpt (tons) : 0 
Military L~ght Vehicles: 0 
Heavy/Special Vehicles: 0 

IblPLPT SCREPl mUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: EDWARDS, CA 

Total Officer Dnployees: 
Total Enlisted hployees: 
'Ibtal Student Dnployees: 
Total Civilian 5nployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1 : 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost ($/Ton/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Communications ($K/Year): 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
BOS Payroll (SK/Year): 
Family Housing ($K/Year): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMWS at-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMPUS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Distance: 
- - - - - - - - - 
2.092 mi 
1.940 mi 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 



INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report Created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAF w ' option Package : AFJ-5 IEC) 
icenario File : C: \COBRASO~\TEST\E~TEHOV~ .CBR 
qtd Fctrs File : C:\COBRA508\TEST\DEPOTrIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE INFORMATION 

Name: ECLIN. FL 

Total Officer Dnployees: 
Total Enlisted Employees: 
Total Student Employees: 
m t a l  Civilian hployees: 
Hi1 Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing lb Move: 
officer Housing Units Avail: 
mlisted Housing Units Avail: 
m t a l  Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
mlisted VHA ($/Month)-:- 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day) r 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Uile): 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

Total Officer Bnployees: 
Total Enlisted Dnployees: 
Total Student hrployees: 
Total Civilian Ehployees: 
Mil Families Living On Base: 
Civilians Not Willing To Hove: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF1: 
Officer VHA ($/Month) : 
mlisted VHA ($/Month) : 
Rtr Diem Rate ($/Day) : 
Freight Cost (S/lbn/Mile): 

RPMA Non-Payroll (SK/Year) : 
Comunications (SK/Year) : 
BOS Nan-Payroll (SK/Year) r 
BClS Payroll (SKlYear) r 
Family Housing (SKIYear) 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAMPUS mt-Pat (S/Visit) : 
CHAMWS Shift to Uedicare: 
Activity Code: 

Hmeouner Assistance Program: 
Unique Activity Information: 

RPKA Non-Payroll ISK/Year) r 
Comunications ($K/Year) : 
BOS Non-Payroll (SK/Yesr) r 
BOS Payroll ($K/Year) : 
Family Housing (SK/Year) : 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAMPUS In-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMWS Out-Pat ($/Visit) : 
CHAMWS Shift to Medicare: 
Activity Code: 

Homeowner Assistance Program: 
Unique ktivity Information: 

INPVT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORUATION 

Name: EDWARDS, CA 
1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
- - - -  ---- ----  - - - -  ---- 

1-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 1,500 0 0 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI. 0 0 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving cost (SK) : 0 o 0 0 0 
1-Time Moving Save (SKI. 0 0 0 0 0 
Erv Non-HilCon ReqdISK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
AcCiv Mission Save (SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
M16c Recurring Cost ISK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
M16c Recurring Save(SK): 0 0 0 0 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0 9 0% 0% 0% 0% 
Shutdown Schedule {t) : 

I Ot 0% OI 01 01 
MilCon Cost Avoidnc (SKI : 0 0 0 0 0 
Farn Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
Prxurement Avoidnc (SK) : 0 0 0 0 0 
CHWPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
CHWPUS Out -Patients/Yr: 0 0 0 0 0 
Fac11 ShutDown (KSF) : 0 Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Yes 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 3 
Data As Of 11:35 05102/95, Report Created 10:49 05108/1995 

Department : USAF w' %tion Packaoe : AFJ-s. tlc) 
~ienario ~ i l i  : C: \ c o B ~ ~ s o ~ \ T E s T \ E U T E ~ . W V ~  .CBR 
std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\TEST\DEFQTFIN.SFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORHATION 
Name: EGLIN, FL 

1996 ---- 
I-Time Unique Cost (SK): 0 
I-Time Unique Save (SK): 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 0 
I-Time Uoving Save (SIC): 0 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd($K): 0 
Activ Mission Cost (SK): 0 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 0 
Uisc Recurring Cost (SK) : 0 
Misc Recurring Save($K): - 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 0 
Construction Schedule(%): 0 t 
Shutdown Schedule (t): Ot 
UilCon Cost Avoidnc(SK1 : 0 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SK) : 0 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 0 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/Yr: 0 
CHAMPUS Out-PatientsIYr: 0 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 0 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

1-Time Unique Cost (SKI: 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Time Moving Cost (SK): 
1-Time Uoving Save (SK): 
Env Non-MilCon Reqd(SK1: 
Activ Mission Cost (SK) : 
Activ Mission Save ($K) : 
k41.s~ Recurring Cost ($K) : 

. - M! ac Recurring Save(SK) : 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI : 
Construction Schedule(%) : 
Shutdown Schedule (9) : 
M! lCon Cost Avoidnc ( S K I  : 
Fam Housing Avoidnc (SKI : 
Procurement Avoidnc (SKI : 
CNAHPUS In-Patients/Yr: 
CFAUPUS Out-PatientsIYr : 
Facil ShutDown(KSF) : 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

2,201- 1,540 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,411 4.146 4,146 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
ot 0 9 0 t 0% 
0% Ot 0% 01 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

- PERSONNEL 

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

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 122 406 406 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0% ot 0% 0% 
0 t 0 t 0 t 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Family Housing ShutDown: 

Percent Officers Married: 7 6 . 8 0 t  
Percent Enlisted Married: 66.90% 
Ehlisted Housing MilCon: 80.001 
Officer Salary(S1Year): 78.668.00 
Off E!AQ with Dependents($) r 7,073.00 
Enlisted Salary(S/Yearl : 36,148.00 
En1 BAQ with Dependents($): 5,162.00 
Avg Unemploy cost(S/Week): 174.00 
Unemployment Eligibility(Week6): 18 
Civilian Salary(S1Year) : 46,642.00 
Civilian m m o v e r  Rate: 15.OOt 
Civilian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% 
Civilian Regular Retire Rate: 5.001 
Civilian RIF Pay Factor: 39.00% 
SF File Desc: Final Factors 

civ Early Retire Pay Factor? 9.001 
Priority Placement Service: 60.00t 
PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00t 
Civilian PCS Costa ( S ) :  28,800.00 
Civilian New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Nat Uedian Home Price($): 114,600.00 
Home Sale Reimburse Rate: 10.001 
Max Home Sale Reimburs(S): 22,385.00 
Home Purch Reimburse Rate: 5.001 
Max Home Purch Reimburs(S): 11,191.00 
Civilian Homeowning Rate: 64.00% 
HAP Home Value Reimburse Rate: 22.90t 
HAP Homeowner Receiving Rate: 5.009 
RSE Home Value Reimburse Rate: 0.00% 
RSE Homeorner Receiving Rate: 0.009 



INPUT DATA REFORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 4 
Data As Of 11:35 05/02/95, Report created 10:49 05/08/1995 

Department : USAP W ' option package : XFJ-5 (a) 
Scenario File : CI\COBRA~O~\TEST\ -V~ .CBR 
Std Fctrs File : C:\COBRA~O~\TEST\DEPOTFIN.SFF 

STANDARD FACII3RS SCREEN ?WO - FACILITIES 
RPUA Building SF Cost Index: 0.93 
EQS Index (RPEY\ vs population): 0.54 

(Indlces are used as exponents) 
Program Uanagement Factor: 10.001 
Caretaker Admin(SF/Care): 162.00 
Uothball Cost ($/SF) : 1.25 
kvg Bachelor Quarters(SF): 256.00 
I\vgFamilyOuarters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RFT Inflation Rates: 
1996: 0.001 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.001 

Rehab vs. New MilCon Cost: 
Info Management Account: 
HllCon Design Rate: 
Milcon SIOH Rate: 
Milcon Contingency Plan Rate: 
MilCon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discount Rate for NW.RPT/ROI: 
Inflation Rate for NW.RPT/ROI : 

.STANDARD FACKlRS SCREEN WREE - TRANSPORTATION 
UaterIal/Assigned Person(Lb): 710 
HHG Per Off Family (Lb): 14.500.00 
HHGPerEnlFamily(Lb): 9,000.00 
HHG Per Mil Single (Lb): 6,400.00 
HHG Per Civilian (Lb) : 18,000.00 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 
Air Transport ($/Pass Mile) : 0.20 
Hisc Exp ($/Direct hploy): 700.00 

Equip Pack h Crate($/Ton): 284.00 
Mil Light Vehicle[$/Mile): 0.43 
Heavy/Spec Vehicle(S/Mile): 1.40 
POV Relmbursement($/Ulle): 0.18 
Avg Uil Tour Length (Years) : 4 .lo 
Routine PCS(S/Pers/%ur) : 6,437.00 
One-Time Oft PCS Cost($): 9,142.00 
One-Time En1 PCS Cost($): 5.761.00 

STANDARD FACTDRS SCREPl F W R  - UILITARY CONS'TUKTION 
category UP! -------- -- 
Horizontal (SY) 
Wlterfront (LF) 
Air Operations - (SF) 
Operational (SF) 
Administrative (SF) 
School Buildings (SF) 
Uaintenance Shops (Sf) 

- Bachelor Quarters (SF) 
Family Quarters 
Covered Storage (SF) 
D!ning Facilities (SF) 
Recreation Facilities (SF) 
Ccmunicat ions Facil (SF) 
Skipyard Uaintenance (SF) 
RfT & '2 Facilities (SF) 
PCL Storage (BL) 
Ammunition Storage (SF) 
Medical Facilities (SF) 
Environmental ( ) 

Category 
--------  
other 
Optional Category B 
Optional Category C 
Optional Category D 
Optional Category E 
Optional Category F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Opt tonal Category U 
Optional Category N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UH 
-- SlUH 

---- 
(SF) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( I 0 
( 1 0 

) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( I 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( I 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( I 0 
( ) 0 



Documellt S eparator 



ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST FACILITIES ?r~x3w 

(SLIDE E-0) 

WE ARE GOING TO NOW TALK ABOUT THREE 

INSTALLATIONS AS A GROUP BECAUSE OF THEIR 

INTERRELATIONSHIP TO ELECTRONIC COMBAT TESTING. THE 

THREE INSTALLATIONS ARE EGLIN, REDCAP AND AFEWES. 

DOD PROPOSES CLOSING THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

TESTING FACILITIES AT AIR FORCE'S ELECTRONIC WARFARE 

EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY, (AFEWES) FORT WORTH 

TEXAS, REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER 

PROCESSOR (REDCAP) BUFFALO, NEW YORK, AND MOVING THE 

ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT AT EGLIN AIR FORCE 



B 
G' Z . 

BASE, FLORIDA. ALL OF THESE REALIGNMENTS WILL HAVE 

SIGNIFICANT IMPACT ON ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST AND 

EVALUATION INFRASTRUCTURE. 

I THE CURRENT AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC TEST AND 

EVALUATION PROCESS USES TEST RANGE AND SIMULATION 

FACILITIES AT AFEWES, REDCAP AND EGLIN TO TEST NEW 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT EQUIPMENT AGAINST POTENTIAL 

THREATS BEFORE THAT EQUIPMENT IS FLOWN ON EGLIN'S 

OPEN AIR RANGE. THIS PROCESS ALLOWS EQUIPMENT TO BE 

TESTED ON THE GROUND BEFORE STARTING EXPENSIVE 

AIRBORNE TESTING. THE AIR FORCE IS PROPOSING TO 

DISESTABLISH THIS INFRASTRUCTURE AND DEVELOP A NXW 



SIMULATION FACILITY AT EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE AND 

FOCUS ITS OPEN AIR TESTING AT THE NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE 

COMPLEX. 

A MAJOR ISSUE WITH TWO OF THESE INTERRELATED 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT REALIGNMENTS ( EGLIN AND AFEWES) 

IS COST. IN EACH CASE COSTS HAVE INCREASED OR COSTS 

HAVE BEEN SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATED. OTHER ISSUES 

DEAL WITH ELECTRONIC LINKING AND TEST CAPABILITIES. 

I N  CONDUCTING OUR ANALYSES, WE RELIED HEAVILY ON TWO 

SOURCES--DOD'S BOARD OF DIRECTORS FOR TEST AND 

EVALUATION AND GEORGIA TECH RESEARCH INSTITUTE. THE 



INDEPENDENT BOARD CONSISTS OF SENIOR LEVEL 

REPRESENTATIVES FROM ARMY, NAVY AND AIR FORCE AND 

HAS EXAMINED THE CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTRONIC 

COMBAT TESTING FACILITIES. GEORGIA TECH RECENTLY 

COMPLETED A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF THE 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT INFRASTRUCTURE. I N  ADDITION, WE 

OBTAINED DATA FROM AIR FORCE'S AIR WARFARE CENTER 

AND SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND THAT SHOWED 

ADDITIONAL COSTS OF HAVING TO CONDUCT OPERATIONS AT 

NELLIS RATHER THAN EGLIN BASED ON THE PROPOSED MOVE. 

THE TESTING COMMUNITY SUPPORTING THESE ELECTRONIC 

COMBAT FACILITIES HAVE DEMONSTRATED STRONG SUPPORT 



FOR THE COMPLETION OF AN ELECTRONIC COMBAT MASTER 

PLAN IN ORDER TO ENSURE INFRASTRUCTURE CHANGES TO 

THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT FACILITIES ARE MADE IN THE 

MOST COST EFFECTIVE MANNER. ON JUNE 20,1995, AIR FORCE 

PROVIDED THE COMMISSION WITH A DRAFT COPY OF THE AIR 

FORCE'S CONTRIBUTION TO THE MASTER PLAN. AIR FORCE 

HAS ADVISED THAT THE DOD MASTER PLAN IS CURRENTLY 

BEING DRAFTED BY THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND IS 

SCHEDULED TO BE COMPLETED PRIOR TO FISCAL YEAR 1997. 

I WILL NOW DISCUSS EACH OF THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST 

FACILITIES. 



EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FLORIDA 

1 (SLIDE E-1) 
I 

I 

DOD RECOMMENDS THE REALIGNMENT OF EGLIN AIR FORCE 

BASE BY RELOCATING THE ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST 

ENVIRONMENT TO THE NELLIS AIR FORCE BASE COMPLEX. ALL 

OTHER ACTIVITIES AND FACILITIES ASSOCIATED WITH EGLIN 

ARE TO REMAIN OPEN. 



(SLIDE E-2) 

THE COSTS PROPOSED BY DOD HAVE INCREASED, BUT ARE 

STILL CONSIDERABLY BELOW STAFF FINDING THAT INDICATE 

THE MOVE WOULD BE COST INEFFECTIVE. THE SECOND ISSUE 

IS RANGE CONSOLIDATION. THE AIR FORCE PROPOSED 

CONSOLIDATION OF TESTING AT NELLIS. THE COMMUNITY IS 

CONCERNED WITH TESTING DELAYS AND POINTS OUT THAT 

EDWARDS IS ALSO INVOLVED CAUSING INCREASED COSTS. 

THE NELLISIEDWARDS CONSOLIDATION DISMANTLES THE 

HIGHEST RATED ELECTRONIC TEST RANGE IN DOD. THE LAST 

ISSUE IS THE ELECTRONIC COMBAT MASTER PLAN THAT WAS 



AGREED BY ALL AS NECESSARY PRIOR TO THE MOVEMENT OF 

TEST ASSETS. 

(SLIDE E-3) 

THE SCENARIO SUMMARY INDICATES A DOD-PROJECTED TWO- 

YEAR RETURN ON INVESTMENT, BUT AS PREVIOUSLY 

DISCUSSED THE INCREASED COSTS INDICATE THERE WILL 

NEVER BE A PAYBACK. THIS ENDS THE DISCUSSION ON EGLIN 

AFB. DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS? 



REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZER PROCESSOR 

(SLIDE E-4) 

THE DOD RECOMMENDATION IS TO DISESTABLISH AND 

RELOCATE REDCAP TO EDWARDS AIR FORCE BASE. 

REDCAP IS A TEST FACILITY THAT SIMULATES AN ENEMY AIR 

DEFENSE SYSTEM IN ORDER TO MEASURE HOW EFFECTIVE 

AIRCRAFT CAN PENETRATE AN ENEMY'S AIRSPACE. 



(SLIDE E-5) 

ALTHOUGH THE CHART BEING DISPLAYED SHOWS THREE 

ISSUES, I WILL RESTRICT MY COMMENTS TO COST AND 

ESTIMATED WORKLOAD. 

AS YOU CAN SEE, ESTIMATED ONE TIME COST TO CLOSE HAS 

INCREASED FROM $1.7 to $3.7 MILLION DUE TO ADDITIONAL 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AND MOVING COSTS ASSOCIATED 

WITH THE ACTION. BASED ON DOD'S RECOMMENDATION TO 

MOVE 44% OF THE TOTAL MISSION, COMMISSION STAFF 

FINDINGS ESTIMATE AN ACTUAL ONE TIME COST OF $4.2 



MILLION, WITH A PAYBACK PERIOD IN FIVE YEARS. 

UTILIZATION WAS ESTIMATED AS VERY LOW BY THE AIR 

FORCE, WHILE THE COMMUNITY DIFFERED GREATLY AT 93 

PERCENT. THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS AT 50160 PERCENT FOR 

FY 94 AND 95. 

(SLIDE E-6) 

THE SCENARIO SUMMARY SHOWS THE PROS AND CONS, AND 

THE DIFFERENCE IN  THE COST FACTORS PREVIOUSLY 

DISCUSSED. ARE THERE FURTHER QUESTIONS? 



AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR 

ACTIVITY. FORT WORTH, TEXAS 

(SLIDE E-7) 

DOD RECOMMENDS THAT THE AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC 

WARFARE EVALUATION SIMULATOR ACTIVITY IN FORT 

WORTH BE DISESTABLISHED AND MOVED TO EDWARDS AIR 

FORCE BASE, CALIFORNIA. WORKLOAD AND SELECTED 

AFEWES EQUIPMENT WILL BE TRANSFERRED TO EDWARDS 

AND ANY REMAINING EQUIPMENT IS TO BE DISPOSED OF. 



I AFEWES IS A UNIQUE LABORATORY CREATED IN 1958 FOR 

TESTING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF AIRCRAFT DEFENSIVE 

COUNTERMEASURES. IT IS LOCATED WITHIN AIR FORCE PLANT 

4 AND OPERATED BY LOCKHEED FORT WORTH COMPANY. 

(SLIDE E-9) 

I WOULD LIKE TO ADDRESS THREE ISSUES; COST, CAPABILITY 

AND ELECTRONIC DATALINKING. THE DOD BOARD OF 

DIRECTORS, GEORGIA TECH AND THE AFEWES COMMUNITY 

HAVE RAISED SIGNIFICANT CONCERN OVER THE COST TO 

MOVE AFEWES TO EDWARDS. STAFF BELIEVES THAT COSTS 

HAVE BEEN SIGNIFICANTLY UNDERSTATED BY AIR FORCE. 



I THE CURRENT ONE TIME COST ACCORDING TO AIR FORCE IS $9 

MILLION WITH A PAYBACK OF 13 YEARS. AS YOU CAN SEE ON 

I THE CHART BEING DISPLAYED, AFTER APPLYING COMMISSION 
, STAFF ESTIMATES, THE DISESTABLISHMENT OF AFEWES IS NOT 

COST EFFECTIVE. 

I RELOCATING AFEWES' CAPABILITIES POSES A MAJOR 
I TECHNICAL RISK BECAUSE OF THE SYSTEM'S UNIQUE ABILITY 
I 

TO FULLY EVALUATE AIRCRAFT PERFORMANCE IN A DENSE 

I THREAT ENVIRONMENT. 

I 

, ELECTRONIC DATALINKING AS AN ALTERNATIVE TO 

I COLOCATING ON A MAJOR TEST RANGE HAS BEEN 



DETERMINED BY GEORGIA TECH TO BE COST EFFECTIVE AND 

FEASIBLE. COMMISSION STAFF CONCURS WITH THIS 

ASSESSMENT. 

(SLIDE E-10) 

THE SCENARIO SUMMARY REPEATS THE ISSUES ON 

RELOCATION, EXCESS CAPACITY, AND LONG-TERM PAYBACK. 

THE THIRTEEN-YEAR ROI HAS BEEN SERIOUSLY QUESTIONED 

BY THE COMMISSION STAFF. DO YOU HAVE ANY FURTHER 

QUESTIONS? 
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BASE A, .ALYSIS 

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FL 

DOD RECOMMENDATION: Realign Eglin AFB, FL by relocating electronic combat threat simulator and pod systems to Nellis AFB. 
Emitter-only systems at Eglin necessary to support Air Force Special Operations Command and Air Warfare Center, as well as 
armaments/weapons test and evaluation activities will be retained. 





EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FL 

I I ISSUE I DOD POSITION I COMMUNITY POSITION ( R&A STAFF FIND~NGS 

COSTS 
MILCON: None, studying 

I now 

I Tanker: None 

I Special Ops.: None 

I One-Time cost: $6.1 M 

I Return on Investment: 2 years 

I Net Present Value: $42.1 M 

MILCON at receiving site 
(Nellis) not included 

Tanker: $1.4 M per year to 
get range time 

Special Ops.: $6.0 Myear 
addt'l cost (traveVTDY, 
personnel, deployments, etc.) 

MILCON: $9.6 M, based on BOD study 

Tanker: $1.4 M per year additional cost. 

I Special Ops.: $6.0 M (AF Air Warfare 
Center and Special Ops. Command) 

One-Time cost: $15.7 M 

Return on Investment: Never 

Net Present Value: Cost $66.8M 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
MASTER PLAN 

CONSOLIDATION AT 
NELLIS 

Assigned to Board of 
Directors 

Congress requires prior to 
movement of electronic 
combat equipment 

One test range can do all 

- - pp 

Not mandated, but warrants concern 

Delays due to build-up 

Requires Edwards AFB as 
well 

DOD Board of Directors rated Eglin 
highest rated EC range. In place, why 
risk move? 



SCENARIO SUMMARY 
EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE, FL 

11 DoD RECOMMENDATION 11 
Realign Eglin AFB, FL by relocating electronic combat threat simulator and pod systems to Nellis 
AFB. Emitter-only systems at Eglin necessary to support Air Force Special Operations Command 
and Air Warfare Center, as well as annaments/weapons test and evaluation activities will be 
retained. 

Costs ($M): 6.1 
Annual Savings ($M): 3.7 
Return on Investment: 2 years (2000) 

I( Net Present Value ($M): 42.1 11 
I 1 PRO I CON 11 



dn DEFENSE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

SUMMARY SHEET 

EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE. FL 

INSTALLATION MISSION 

An Air Force Materiel base that performs test and evaluation of aircraft armaments/weapons and 
electronic combat systems. Tenant units include the Air Force Air Warfare Center and Special 
Operations Command. 

DOD RECOMMENDATION 

Realign the Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMTE) by relocating eight Electronic 
Combat ( EC) threat simulator systems and two EC pod systems from Eglin AFB to Nellis 
AFB, Nevada. 
Emitter-only systems to support Air Force Special Operations Command, the USAF Air 
Warfare Center, and AF Materiel Command Arrnament/Weapons test and evaluation 
activities will be retained. 

1 ~CII, DOD JUSTIFICATION 

AF EC open air range workload requirements can be satisfied by one range. 
Available capacity exists at the Nellis AFB complex to absorb EMTE's projected workload. 
To ensure AF retains the capability to effectively test and realistically train in the 
ArrnamentsIWeapons functional category, necessary emitter-only threat systems will remain 
at Eglin AFB. 

SIGNIFICANT ISSUES 

1. Eglin community has raised issue over congressional direction in 1995 Defense Authorization 
Act that directed DOD to submit an EC Master Plan to the Congress before changing the EC test 
infrastructure. Similarly, Senate Appropriation Committees' FY 95 report directed DOD to 

DRAFT 



rn provide a study clearly demonstrating that electronic linking of hardware-in-the-loop EC test 
facilities was infeasible before consolidating these facilities. 

DOD has not yet complied with this congressional direction.. In fact, the Air Force has 
acknowledged that development of the Master Plan cannot be completed until after the 
results of BRAC 95 have been released. An overall plan on the direction to be taken on 
placement of electronic combat capabilities would help ensure that current and future 
electronic combat testing requirements will be met in the most cost effective manner. 

2. Eglin community has expressed concern over Air Force cost estimates to close EC facilities. 
Community claims that one-time costs to move EMTE to Nellis, and REDCAP and AFEWES to 
Edwards total $73 million versus $14 million per Air Force. It was claimed that no savings will 
result from the moves. In addition, Eglin was rated by the Test and Evaluation Joint-Cross 
Service Group and the Test and Evaluation Board of Operating Directors as having the highest 
functional value among DOD's electronic combat test facilities. Nonetheless, Air Force elected 
to center EC testing in the Western United States. 

Moving electronic capability from Eglin to Nellis clearly demonstrate Air Force's 
intention to enhance the capabilities of the Southwest Range complex. However, the 
cost to move electronic combat testing to Nellis (from Eglin) and Edwards (from 
AFEWES and REDCAP) appear to be much greater than anticipated. More 

-4 
importantly though is the questionable rationale for dismantling a highly rated 
electronic combat testing activity (Eglin) and moving EC capability to a 
predominantly training activity (Nellis) that was not evaluated or rated during the 
BRAC 95 process. 

3. China Lake community believes that EC threat simulators provide one opportunity for cross- 
servicing. In addition, both the physical facilities and capacity exists at China Lake to support 
the EC threat simulator systems from Eglin. 

The extent of interservicing during BRAC 95 has been minimal and disappointing. 
DOD decided not to direct interservicing; as a result each service retained excess test 
and evaluation capacity. 

DRAFT 



4. Air Force Special Operations Command and Air Warfare Center, users of the Eglin range, 
have expressed concern over movement of EC emitters to Nellis. These activities are concerned 
with the: (1) increased cost of testing , (an additional $4 million per year), (2) lack of availability 
of the Nellis range, and (3) lack of operationally realistic testing at Nellis. 

Both of these organizations, while expressing concerns over the move to Nellis, are 
not precluded from meeting their testing and training requirements. The proposed EC 
changes are likely to result in increased testing and training costs, require more people 
and take more time. 

5. The cost of the EC move has grown--initially 8 emitters and 2 pod systems were to move at a 
one-time cost of $2.2 million; currently 17 will move at a one-time 
cost of $6 million.. 

R&A STAFF SUMMARY COMMENT 

Staff recommends rejection of the DOD recommendation. Staff believes it is essential that 
Air Force complete development of an electronic combat master plan before threat simulator 
and pod systems are moved. This analysis will ensure that current and future electronic 
combat requirements will be met in the most cost effective manner. Staff also believes the 

Les Farrington/Cross Service 6/4/95 
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PARTNERSHIP 
FOR PROGRESS 

R'dgecrest-In yokern-China Lake, California 

March 17, 1995 

Commissioner J. B. Davis 
Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
Arlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Gsneral Davis, 

I listened with interest to your question to Secretary 
Dalton at the Navy hearing on March 6, concerning an 
alternative disposition of the EC threat simulators 
recommended for realignment from Eglin AFB to Nellis AFB. 
At that time you asked if these threat simulators could be 
relocated to China Lake vice Nellis. The Navy's response 
provided by Mr. Nemfakos, was positive, subject to review of 
additicnal information on the simulators. 

I W  2000 is a community group supporting the Naval Air 
Warfare Center China Lake. Several of us in the 
organization have extensive backgrounds with the Navy at 
China Lake. My personal experience includes flight test 
experience on the China Lake Electronic Combat Range (ECR) 
with a variety of EW systems in A-4, A-7 and F/A-18 
aircraft. I also have experience on various Nellis ranges. 
Based on this experience and our observations of the BRAC 
process the past year, we wish to provide you several 
comments and amplifying information relative to your 
question. 

First, we are surprised and disappointed at the near total 
abssnce cf cross-serqicing evident in DcD's reccnnendaticns. 
We believe that the EC threat simulators you have 
questioned, provide one opportunity, however small, for 
cross-servicing. 

Second, we have consulted with knowledgeable personnel 
currently involved with management of the China Lake ECR 
(formerly ECHO Range), and have been assured that both the 
physical facilities and operating capacity exist to support 
the Eglin EC threat simulator systems. Our investigation 
also indicates that Nellis is in fact the better choice for 
the two pcd systems as Nellis is currently assigned aircraft 
modified to carry these pods. We further believe that the 

P. 0. Box 2000, F?!cgecresr, California 9,7556 
875 Norr,? DO wns streer, sulre D 

16791 377-6ZAC (377-2722) 
Fax: 679-377-1724 



assignment of the threat simulators to China Lake and the 
pod systems to Nellis, could provide the opportunity for 
greater cross-service utilization of the ranges and 
equipment in question. 

In addition to the disposition of the 10 threat simulator 
systems addressed in the Air Force recommendations, there 
are an additional 37;systems which apparently are planned to 
remain at Eglin. Enclosure (1) provides a complete listing 
of these systems, two thirds of which show low or no usage 
during the most recent year for which we have data. A s  BRAC 
95 is likely to be the last opportunity for realignment and 
reduction of excess capacity for some time to come, we 
believe it prudent to take a comprehensive look at all of 
these simulators. 

Should you have any question concerning this matter or need 
additional information please do not hesitate to contact me 
or have your staff contact me at 619-371-2722. 

Sincerely , 

kPt4- ck P. Connell 
Executive Director 
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EGLIN LIST 

BUNKS NOT REPORTED OR MARKED 
mTES 

SADS=SIMULATED AIR DEFENSE SYSTEM 
WEST= WEAWNS EFFECTIVENESS SIMULATED THREAT (SIGNAL SOURCES) 
TWS=TRACK WHILE SCAN 
SATS- SIMULATED AIRBORNE TRANSPONDER SYSTEM 

Enclosure 1 

FY93 
EWE 
USAGE' 

MXI 

HlSH 

H W  

WI 

LOW 
LOW 
LOW 
LOW 

M 3  

hrED 
H W  

EGLIN SYSTEM 
DESGNATOR 

SADS-1 
SADS-1 ( S ~ V  

SADS2 
6ADS-2 (SS) 

SADS-2W (SSJ 
SAOS-38 

S A D S - 3 m  --- 
SADS-3C 

SADS-4 
SADS-4 (SS) 

SADS-48 
SADS-iC 

SADS-5 (SSJ 
SADS-6M 

HPISS 
Lf'lSS 

SADS-8 
SADS-BR 

EGUNSITE 
LOCATION ' 
PER 1990 MAP 

A-7 
0-1 -. 

A-17A 
8-1 

A.17A 
A-1 3A 

0-1 
A-1 3A 
A-21 
A-3 

A-1 3A 
A-1 1 
A-1 1 
A-7 

A-13A 
A-30 

SADS-11 
SATS 

TWS-1 (SS)' 
TWS-2 (SS) 
TWS-3 (SS) 

WEST-1A (MOBILE_I 
WEST-10 
WEST-1C 

WEST9 - 
WEST-3 

WEST3A 
WEST-4 

WEST4A 
WEST-40 

WEST-5 
WEST-SB 
WEST-10 

WEST-1OA -- 
WEST-110 -.---- 
WEST-1 1C - 

ORC-554 

- RSPJCHE!! 
MPO-46 (I-HAW9 

NIKE- 
MPO-39 (HAWK) 

ROLAND -- 
WEST-15 

MMW JAMMER 

A-13 
A-1 3A 
A-13A 

A-7 
A-1 2 
A-3 
A-3 
0-1 
0.1 
8- 1 

8-10 
8-10 
6-10 
6 -1  0 
0-1 0 

A-30 
- A-30 ---- 

A-30 
A-30 
A-13 

A 2 3 0  --- 
A-1 3 
A-1 3 
A-1 3 

m ?  

-- 

ha3 

LOW --- 
LOW 

MD 
LOW -- - - - 
m 
;MD 

- 
_M- 

MD 
LOW 

LOW -- 
LOW 

--- 
MLo-T4 JAMMEEL -- - -- 
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SPEECH BY REPRESENTATIVE JOE SCARBOROUGH 
BEFORE THE BASE CLOSURE AND REALIGNMENT COMMISSION 

JUNE 7,1995 

hlR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE COMMISSION, I THANK YOU FOR THE 

OPPORTUNITY TO COME BEFORE YOU TO TESTIFY IN OPPOSITION TO THE DoD'S 

PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST AND EVALUATION 

FACILITIES. IN MY VIEW, THIS PROPOSAL IS NOT ONLY FLAWED, BUT IT 

SERIOUSLY UNDERMINES THE INTENT OF THE LAW AS PASSED BY THE 

CONGRESS IN THE 1995 DoD AUTHORIZATION. 

I WILL EXPLAIN THAT VIEW IN A MOMENT, BUT FIRST LET ME ASSURE YOU 

9 THAT NO ONE IS MORE APPRECIATIVE THAN I OF THE AWESOME 

RESPONSIBILITIES ENTRUSTED TO THIS COMMISSION. FISCAL REALITIES 

DEMAND THAT TOUGH DECISIONS BE MADE TO REDUCE THE COST BURDEN OF 

OUR NATION'S MILITARY INFRASTRUCTURE. AT THE SAME TIME, HOWEVER, THE 

WORLD SITUATION MAKES IT CLEAR THAT WE MUST SUSTAJN A STRONG 

NATIONAL DEFENSE POSTURE. I AM HERE TODAY BECAUSE I AM CONVINCED 

THAT THE DoD RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REALIGNMENT OF AIR FORCE 

INFRASTRUCTURE FOR ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST & EVALUATION WILL NOT 

PRODUCE SAVINGS, AND WILL, IN FACT, ACTUALLY RESULT IN SERIOUS RISK TO 

THIS NATION'S WARFIGHTING CAPABILITIES. 



I WILL NOT AMUSE THE COMMISSION BY SAYING THAT I AM HERE TODAY 

BECAUSE OF STRICTLY ALTRUISTIC MOTIVES. OF COURSE, MY DISTRICT WILL 

BE EFFECTED BY THE DECISIONS THAT YOU MAKE. HOWEVER, I WISH TO 

STRESS THAT THE NATION'S SECURITY IS ALSO EFFECTED, AND I WILL MAKE NO 

APOLOGIES FOR CONSTRUCTING MY ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE DoD 

RECOMMENDATIONS ON THAT BASIS. 

LET ME BE CLEAR ON THIS POINT, ONLY ONE OF THE THREE EC UNITS ON THE 

BRAC LIST, SPECIFICALLY THE EC OPEN AIR RANGE AT EGLIN AFB, IS LOCATED 

IN MY DISTRICT. MY REMARKS, HOWEVER, WILL ALSO BE APPLICABLE TO THE 

NATION'S OTHER TWO FACILITIES: THE AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE 

ENVIRONMENT SIMULATOR (AFEWES) FACILITY IN FORT WORTH, TEXAS: AND 

THE REAL-TIME DIGITALLY CONTROLLED ANALYZE PROCESSOR (REDCAP) 

FACILITY IN BUFFALO, NEW YORK. 

T HAVE CAREFULLY STUDIED THE RECOMMENDATIONS AND SUPPORTING BRAC 

4NALYSIS PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE. MY POSITION IN 

OPPOSITION TO THESE RECOMMENDATIONS WAS BASED UPON THE ANSWER TO 

THREE CRUCIAL QUESTIONS: 

1) ARE THE DoD RECOMMENDATIONS ON ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST AND 

EVALUATION FACILITIES CONSISTENT WITH THE 1995 DoD AUTHORIZATION 

V BILL'S REQUIREMENT THAT AN EC CONSOLIDATION MASTER PLAN BE 



SUBMITTED TO THE CONGRESS PRIOR TO ANY REORGANIZATION OF SUCH 

FACILITIES? 

THE PLAN WAS REQUESTED BECAUSE NONE OF THE SERVICES WISHED TO 

CONSOLIDATE THEIR EC TEST FACILITIES AND ITS FORMULATION WAS DEEMED 

NECESSARY TO OVERCOME THE INTER-SERVICE DISPUTE ON THIS MATTER. THE 

ABSENCE OF THIS PLAN IS TROUBLING AND TAKING ACTION IN THIS AREA 

WITHOUT THE GUIDANCE THAT SUCH A PLAN WOULD PROVIDE IS, IN MY 

JUDGMENT, UNWISE. 

2) DO THE PROPOSALS PROTECT THE NEEDS OF OUR WARFIGHTERS? 

1N OTHER WORDS, WOULD CONSOLIDATION HAVE A MEASURABLE IMPACT ON 

THE QUALITY OF EC FACILITIES WHICH WOULD, IN TURN, IMPACT THE ABILITY 

OF OUR FORCES IN THE FIELD TO MEET A VARIETY OF COMBAT AND NON- 

COMBAT SITUATIONS IN WHICH ELECTRONIC WARFARE WOULD BE 

ENCOUNTERED. 

3) DO THE PROPOSALS REDUCE THE COST TO THE TAXPAYER? 

QUITE FRANKLY, ARE WE GETTING THE BEST DEAL, THE MOST BANG FOR THE 

RUCK? ARE THE SAVINGS THAT ANY PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION WOULD BRING 

SUFFICIENT AND SIGNIFICANT OR WOULD THEY ACTUALLY COST MORE IN BOTH 



THE SHORT AND LONG TERM? 

w 

AS I HAVE PREVIOUSLY NOTED, THE DIRECTION TO DEVELOP AN EC MASTER 

PLAN WAS A RESULT OF DoD'S DEMONSTRATED INABILITY TO PURSUE JOINT 

CROSS-SERVICE REALIGNMENTS IN EC INFRASTRUCTURE. THE INTENT WAS TO 

MOTIVATE CROSS-SERVICE REDUCTIONS IN "T&E" INFRASTRUCTURE AND 

PROVIDE A CONTEXT WITHIN WHICH TO JUDGE DoD RECOMMENDATIONS 

IMPACTING ELECTRONIC COMBAT FACILITIES 

DoD BRAC DOCUMENTATION CLEARLY SHOWS THAT A RIGOROUS ANALYSIS 

PLAN TO PURSUE SUCH CROSS-SERVICE OPPORTUNITIES WAS APPROVED BY ALL 

SERVICE DEPARTMENTS. THIS PLAN WAS TO IDENTIFY THOSE FACILITIES MOST 

APPROPRIATE FOR CROSS-SERVICE CONSOLIDATION, WITH THE INTENTION 

BEING THAT SUCH ANALYSIS WOULD BE USED AS THE BASIS FOR FINAL BRAC 

RECOMMENDATIONS. 

INEXPLICABLY, HOWEVER, THE OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

DECIDED NOT TO USE THE DATA REVEALED BY THE CROSS SERVICE 

CONSOLIDATION STUDY. INSTEAD, OSD OPTED TO PURSUE ANOTHER 

APPROACH WITHOUT ANY STATISTICAL ANALYSIS TO BACK IT UP. 

CLEARLY, IN MY VIEW, THIS APPROACH IS UNEQUIVOCALLY NONCOMPLIANT 



WITH THE INTENT OF THE EC MASTER PLAN CALLED FOR UNDER THE 1995 

NATIONAL DEFENSE ACT! 

AS TO THE QUESTION OF MEETING THE NEEDS OF OUR WARFIGHTER'S, I WISH TO 

POINT OUT THAT DoD RANKED EGLIN'S EC OPEN AIR RANGE AS NUMBER ONE 

FOR MILITARY VALUE. 

AGAINST THAT ASSESSMENT, THE OSD RECOMMENDATIONS TO CONSOLIDATE 

EC TEST FACILITIES AT NELLIS RANGE FAILED TO DEFINE A CRUCIAL CONCEPT. 

SPECIFICALLY, IT FAlLED TO SHOW HOW ITS PROPOSAL FOR COMBINING AIR 

FORCE OPEN AIR RANGES COULD ACCOMMODATE THE NEEDS OF REAL WORLD 

V 
EC OPERATIONS. ACCESSIBILITY OF THE NELLIS RANGE COMPLEX, DISTANCE 

OF THE RANGE FROM EDWARDS AFB AND OTHER KNOWN OBSTACLES APPEAR 

TO HAVE BEEN SIMPLY WISHED AWAY. 

BASED ON THESE FACTS, IT SEEMS TO ME THAT WE ARE UNNECESSARILY 

PUTTING OUR PROVEN SUPPORT CAPABILITIES AT RISK FOR NO OBVIOUS 

RETURN. I ASK THE COMMISSION, WHAT IS THE PURPOSE IN FIXING SOMETHING 

THAT IS CLEARLY NOT BROKEN AND THAT HAS WORKED FOR SO LONG AT 

EGLIN? 

TJaS BRINGS ME TO THE REPORTED COST BENEFITS ASSOCIATED WITH THE 

CONSOLIDATION OF THE VARIOUS AIR FORCE RANGES. 



THERE IS NO EVIDENCE TO SUGGEST THAT THERE WOULD BE ANY SIGNIFICANT 

SAVINGS TO THE TAXPAYER FROM THE PROPOSED CONSOLIDATION. 

IN FACT, IT IS MORE LIKELY THAT THERE WOULD BE AN INCREASED COST 

BURDEN. 

THIS CONCLUSION MAY BE DRAWN FROM THE FACT THAT THE COSTS OF 

DISMANTLING EGLIN WERE NOT ONLY UNDERESTIMATED, BUT THE INCREASE 

IN COSTS TO THOSE USING NELLIS FOR TESTING PURPOSES WERE IGNORED AS 

PIELL. THE RESULT IS AN ESTIMATED COST SAVINGS BASED ON HIGHLY 

DUBIOUS ASSUMPTIONS. 

r GIVEN THESE CONSIDERATIONS, ONE IS LEFT WITH THE VERY STRONG 

IMPRESSION THAT THE SOLE OBJECTIVE OF DISMANTLING EGLIN'S EC TEST 

MAINTENANCE" FUNDING ISSUE. THIS IS RATHER SURPRISING IN THAT THIS 

UTLL COME EVEN AT THE EXPENSE OF PROCUREMENT PROGRAMS AND OTHER 

AJR FORCE COMMANDS SUCH AS AIR COMBAT COMMAND AND AIR FORCE 

SPECIAL OPERATIONS COMMAND. 

MY CONCLUSION IS THAT NONE OF THE THREE EC "T&E" RECOMMENDATIONS 

REPRESENT TRUE REDUCTIONS IN INFRASTRUCTURE COST BURDENS. ALL WILL 

DISRUPT OUR ABILITY TO MEET THE NEEDS OF OUR FORCES IN THE FIELD, AND 

WILL ULTIMATELY SERVE TO UNDERMINE CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTIONS AS 



LAID OUT IN THE 1995 NATIONAL DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT. 

WV 

RESPECTFULLY, I STRONGLY URGE THE COMMISSION TO REJECT THE PROPOSED 

EC REALIGNMENTS. THIS WILL ALLOW CONGRESS TIME TO CAREFULLY REVIEW 

DoD'S EC MASTER PLAN BEFORE ANY CHANGES ARE MADE WHICH COULD 

SERIOUSLY EFFECT THIS NATION'S WAR FIGHTING CAPABILITY. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
H E A D Q U A R T E R S  U N I T E D  S T A T E S  A I R  F O R C E  

... n. .... . - R!,  ... , 
w ORANDUM FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) 

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

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

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

Birmingham Reeional Hearin~s 

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

Response 1: Functional values were determined on an activity basis versus t -- -_ - liefiest . . 
- f ~ ~ ~ h u s . ~ o n e o u s  to say Eglin's EMTE received a t u n i u e  of 65.-1f . 

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

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

W Response 2: The Neilis Range Compien was recognized as DoD o n i q ~ r  by the Tcsi m d  
Evzluation Joint Cross-Service Group (T&E (JCSG)). did ncs: r~,ceive a r'snctionsl vsiuc. ;:n: 

. -. .- - - . 
. 2 - L ;  - ; :.-::-.i Y42S identiiied a s  tnp, iusl griori:!. r:~Pyiv~_r for Eizzz~ai: (-a?x>a; ir:- :)--- *'- --- 

worlrload. 

. - -- 8 Of the Eh4TE tihrezt siinuiators not requireti io movc wes:. A -  I* ould bp, r~yxin~,: i;; - rsrnporxy srorase for use during weapons testing. L ne rcmain~ng asserg wiii bs aisp!sseo 3. 

Not a11 of the Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simuiator (AENES) and FZDZ.4" 
g a s s e a  will be moved. m q u i r e m e n t s  e x ~ n t p a g p r m c i m a ~  C- of 

AFEWES/REDCAP resourcq. Some ~ ~ ' E % % ~ e s o u r c e s  will be realigned to Eglin AFB .- 

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

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

Response 3: The projected savings ($48M over 20 years) of realigning EMTE, A & w E s , ' ~ ~ ~  
REDCAP is, in fact, a conservative estimate, and the increased costs to EMTE users were 

V recognized in calculating projected savings. Investments and Modernization (I&M) savings will 



- also be recognized, but were not included in estimates. Savings were projected at $4XM over 70 
years prior to site visits. The results of the site surveys \\ill be briefed by H Q  AFMC on 2 May 
to the BCEG for approval. Once approved, this information will be available. 

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

i and capabilities. I 
i 

CALSPAN's submittal on the Real-time Electronic Dieitallv Controlled Analyzer 
I'rocessor (REDCAP) 

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

- . - - - - -  
Responqs ilk 2: i ne rota1 REDCAP facility is nor nzeaed ii: suDDar: tn:: narii): s sl, x:- - - 
mission.@inc of REDCAP'S 16 major ca~abiiirlos navz not na i  L cusrorncr ucrnank for i r ; ; - ~ ~  gg/5,,: 
three years. Oniy n e e a w s  will be moved. &o ECIT MILCOW is beinp added i. 

LC- +*IS!OK 
house REDCAP or AFEWES capabilitieaTin'ne ECIT program is not affected by. 2nd did o,~: 
affect, BRAC recommendations. &ice to house REDCAP and AFEWES ca~abiiities is belnr 1 

investigated durini ongoing site v E i g T h e  results of the site surveys will be briefed by HQ &- @b5 
,ma~on  will be availabie. A W C  on 2 May to the BCEG for approval. Once approved, this info- 

Although some REDCAP capabi es can be effecriveiy utiiized via i i d c i w t h ~  
facilities, other capabiiities cannot be. The combined effect ofllnlclng various facilities create 

'&nsport delays that cannot be tolerated by highly integrated electronic suites of future systems. - 
paratc facility, with largely duplicative infrzstructure, is not offset 

.- 

nticipated linking may increase workload; however, not one c ~ 6 s  -- -- 
demonstrated in FY9 1 and 92. - -- 

Point 3: REDCAP is being utiiized at over 108% capacity. Projected workload of 
REDCAP is unde ented. Projected workload was artificially defined as 72% of the 
FY 92 & 93 avera 2 & 93 weyzbefore REDCAP upgra Utilization in 94 and 95 
increased by 400 ipated linking will increaG worklo 'w 



t 
Response 3: Only one of REDCAP's 16 capabilities (the off-line simulation capability) enjoys 
high current usage, and is by far, the basis for REDCAP's "40090 increase in utilization in FY 
Y4/5." Based upon customer usage, 14 of the other capabilities are used 21% or less than the 
off-line support capability, with 9 capabilities not used at all for the past 3 years. 

BRAC utilization methodology (projected workload/demonstrated capacity) for an entire 
facility is a better indication of excess capacity than is a methodology which considers only the 
highest utilized capability within that facility (particularly when average utilization per - 
capability is so low). Personnel at every test faci.lh& more time in pre-and post-test 
a n a l m i n a c t u a l k S  conduct. Arlalysis can be conductedsnywhere and is people G t  - ---IC- -------- -- 
facility) dependent. Actual available test time is a facility limitation, and capabilities should be - 
realigned to minimize excess capacity (test time) when able. 

- The military value of any test facility (not just REDCAP) stems from test preparation and 
data analysis, inx!&tion to actual test time, Again, it is test time that determines actual -- -- 
utilization of a facility, including capacity/excess capacity. 
limitations can normally be overcome by addinp 
expand a facilityxA statement was made that actual workload always exceeds projected 

-workload. Thus, it is not clear why 55% of REDCAP's capabilities had zero customer 
utilization for three years (EY921314). 

Ground testing is more important than ever in terms of implementing the EC test process in 
today's fiscally constrained environment. However, the same fiscal constraints dictate that T&E 
workload be combined, whenever possible, to avoid costs associated with unnecessary 

qv dup!icadon and underutilized test resources. Most of the testi g done at REDCAP can be 
- P - i f ; l l v  aooreciate the costs and conductd at other existing test facilities with excess ca aci 

 OR^^^ - --- and do nor-c~visi-oneplaciny ~ REDCAP capabiiidcs 
w1-n rncrczsd fli_ent ~ s c n g .  -- 

Points 4 & 5: AFFTC has no space to absorb this faziiity. AFFTZ is current[~ modifying 
their MECON to the E C n F  to house REDCAP based on BRAC recommendation. 
Estimated additional MILCON costs are $6-7.8M for REDCAP alone. This does not 
include the additional people needed to operate the facility. REDCAP has the only modern 
operationai Threat Integrated Air Defense System (LADS) simulation. There is no other 
place to test against the LADS. Not models, not ranges. 

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



w recommendation;Any MILCON requirement willprobably be sipnificantly less than 
%EDCAP'S proj~ctimscbased upo~ lhrrqujp_m-~~~xpcc ted  to be m v - -  

Other Integrated Air Defense Systems (IADS) test capability exists which can accommodate 
$ & E D C A P ' S  workload. This other capability already conducts LADS testing and, as such, has 

~ersonnel  possessing IADS experience and expertise. 

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

- -. 

Response 6: Although the cos; to restore the e x a g  REDCAP area is apparently a contractual &= requirement n ~ t  foreseen ~=T&E JCSG, the totalcosts to move and house those portions ot 
REDCAP necessary LO meet 

.___ 
T&E needs will-kccounted for. We can not comment on theu ---. 

';lerived figures without knowing the basis and supporting documentation upon which they were 
drawn. However, we expect the total costs will be much lower than the costs portrayed in their 
submittal. REDCAP capabilities to be moved will not require a new facility. We do not 
anticipate any problems with completion of the environmental impact analysis process. 

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

+? . - ., . . 
l,!jf SiZrr  ana i z e  ;;.\ 211201r, tc answer additional a.~esuons if np,czssu\. and are read~l i c i  

::- :\ !a? zddiiionzl zsslstance. .4FiTE point of contact is Lt Col London. 697- 1 i65. AFKT 
- 
- J \  ;L; ~ : f  c .~L=c:  is 114zj Michaei Uiriliace. 695-4667. 

L' 

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

Realignment and Transition 

At-achments: 
1. Birmingham Regional Hearings Slides, 4 Apr 95 
2. CALSPAN Presentation, 7 Apr 95 



( Mr. J. D. (liurnpf): I'm pleased to have the opp,rIun;ty to testrfy bchrc  you t&y 
to let o u  know how ~mportant the 30lst . \ ~ r  Sea Rrwue Squadron IS to k t n c k  .\ir Force Rase and to our 
communlt?. IVrthln ~ r w l r s  of nq  clectlcj~; lo ('or~gress. I sent 3 letter statrng l i ~ n h  why it's in~pc~nant  for the 
3Olsl to  rni;~~ntain at klr ick.  I'm ~,lc:tse that tI;r Sccretaq has recrtmmended tllc ZOlsl k pcrmancntly statrc~ncd 
31 h t n c k  . \ ~ r  h x c c  Bow. 'This IS ytn*l I'or 111c t 5. rntlitary. for the men~hers of the .~Olst. and li)r the 1.5 
taxpayer. In .. 01' rcstralned federal spending. :ind w ~ t h  our nrcd to strctch cvcry defense dollar as iar as posslhle. 
leaving the ZOlst itt P;~tr~ck simpl: rnakrs ~ ~ M J J  sense. %earl!, 'la> percent of the .V)lst rn~ssiotts take plncc ;It or 
nonh tif Pn~nck .\lr  hjrcc B ~ s c .  \Is~I. I'5tnclc IS more ccritrall! ItxatcJ than [nost Homestead malong 1r.lvcl to 
tuhcr m i l i b n  bases :lmund Florida faster ;lnd lcss costly. I'he 301st pnmary peacetime m~ssion is space lcvcl and 
space ... suppw-t. Thc close pro.t;m~ty oi Palrick .\ir Force H;lse c>ifcrs w ~ l l  best serve this nation's future. . \s  
clearly statcd in thc Sccrct;~r! 01' Dclknsc's recc~rmcndai~ons. kccptnp the ZOlst at Patrick will help the military 
21 oid t)hlcctlonablc costs ;rsscx~atcd w t h  cul)cnsr\'c ~tcrnlxr)  to nctv rc~ic>ns. cxtcnsive scheduling difficulties. 
mJ the Jisltxatic~n uf the ... rnlsslon lijr 11s . . T'lte Sccrctnry rstirnates the savings S1 m~llion pcr Fear by 
Ireeplnu, the 301st ~i f':ltrick. rhis is the b)ttom lins. .\I1 m a s  c j i t j ~ ~ r  Federal htrdget arc under considerable 
pressure. \\'e must take nil the steps \ve a n  to rcducc costs. This is an annual swings of Slmillion that can be put 
to usc In althcr nrei~s of lht'cnsc budget. Finall!.. hut not 1e:wt. the vast tnajonty of the reserves at fulltime cmpicry 
of the 30ls t  arc residents ol'i'cntcll f l o r l h .  'l'hesc men and \%omen and t h e ~ r  ch~ldren arc an important pan of our 
cornmurut!. and add to the pnde cmd prestige tjf the area. They cc~ntnbutc to the well-hang of our I t a l  economy. 
Our comrnunltc has .iuifered in  recent yean (from) defense cuts mil Lhe remor.al of thc 301st would be another 
setbi~ck t'or our local economy. Most imprrrantly, (hey contribute to  the identity and reputation of our 
commumly. 'Their rcmoval would go .... economic-wise. It would bt: im unl'onunate dismption of lhe families of 
the 301st and of the community that has been their home. The local community has opened thcir arms to the 
:qOlst .\ir:Sea Rescue Squad members and thcir families. This .... ness between the unit and the community 
conlribute .... to the trussion accomplishment of thc 301st. In summary. I'm pleased with the S c c ~ t i u y ' s  
recommendation. and endorse 11 fully. I t  IS in the best interst of the militav, [he tarpayer, and the local 
community. 

C h a i r m a n  Dixon: 'Hunk !ou Jlr. iiun~pl'. S o ~ v  we ha\ e &nerd Richard F. Gillis. General Gillis. 

Genera l  Richard F. Gill is  (USAF, Rct.): Chairman fixon. Commusioners. I'm here to  talk t o  you 
today on behalf of the Okaloosa County Economlc Developmcnt Council about Ep11n .Air Force Base. Eglin is 
left on a combat range kncrwn as the ElITB or the Electromagnetic Testing Bam. In the joint service panel ol' 
deliberations whcn they ga\.e functional n u n p s  to all the eleceonic combat ranges. Eglin scored highest with 65, 
and you a n  see the scores of the functional value scores o i  the other electronic combat units. (next slide) 

ln splte of this, the :\ir Force chosc lo dismantle Eplin as an ELITB. and discontinue Eglin's role of 
leadership in clectroruc combat. The plan to establish Edwzds Air Force Base as the electrontc c o m h t  single face 
to the customer. ~ h u  ( ...) s~mulators from Epl~n's  range to (Cobb's) Sjstems to the Sellis Range Complex and 
leave the remaining assets that they don't move there at the Egiin range in support of the weapons tesling and 
training. .They also plan t o  close Redcap. which 1s in New York and .... . w h c h  is in Fon Worth. which are Eglin- 
controlled sites. and move then assets to Edwards. and up=pde Eplin's .. and quake chamber. so  they can 
accomplish  he EC rmssion at Ednrards, and Eglin now goes at 3 cost of $140 million. (next slide) 

The .\if Force has stated and the facts people say that $ 1 4  million over 20 yeam and have no adverse 
impact upon the .Air Force Special Operations Command Air Combat Command, or otber users of Eglin's 
Electronic Combat Range. (nest slide) 

In realiv. these actions are going to increase the costs of electronic combat testing for the following 
reasons: The cost of doing business is going to increase civilian pay and contractor costs - contractor consts 
because of rhe distance between the Zellis Greens complex and Edwards. where they wi l l  be headquartered. The 
tmvel tlme. data reduction costs -- the dam lrduct~on capabil~ly of Edwards and at Sellis is quite inferior to what 
Eglin has right now. and. of course, all these costs aie higher In the western C.S. than they are in northwest 
R o r i h .  Tempo- duty costs are going to increase dramatically for the .Air Force Special Operations Command 
who now conducts their testing in more-or-less a local traffic pattern. The Warner Robins War Logistin Center 
will see increased ... costs. as \%ill their combat command. In fact. the .4ir Force Specid Operations Command 
estimates that they will spend an additional S2.5 million a year when that .... is moved to the Nellis Range 
Complex. .hd.  when it moves. there will be... lanker support required, because of the distance from 'the safety 
bases lo the Sellis Range Complex. ( n e n  slide) 

The . h r  Force has not computed in them costs of moving military construction propram requirtmen&. 
The .\ir \ ib fa re  Center, whch  is an air combat command unit at Eglin may have to move West. because of the ..EC 
mission's movrng West -- that's really what the .Air U'arfare Center docs. .And it will cenainly impact the stretch 
of opentions commandeast. electronic combat readiness. because !.ou're quick reaction fixes as we had to do 
during Desert Storm will take much longer now because the point where we're required to test those things out in 
the \Vestem C.S.. as opposed to doing it at home on the Eglin Range. (next slide) 



We would like to recommend. Chillman Dixon. that the Committee m a l y ~ e  the .lir  Force's decision on 
electronic combat to look at the total . \ ~ r  Force cts t  impact versus just to  cost reduction trf materiel command that 
the . \ ~ r  Force would rcrrlitr. Look at the ovcnll test and evalrntion -- oycrational lest and evaluation -- and 
e lec~ron~c  combat train~ng impact on the . t r  Force k i t  this move will require. .\nd overall the soundness of this 
Jccislon I(> dismantle the IX)D electronic cornhat rangc. ~ . h ~ c h  has brrcn ntcd highcst in functional value in 
rccrea\rnp in rhc \Vestern I.'nllcd States in a rime ... reall! deiinirlp miliiitry presence. 'That concludes our 
~tatcmcnt. slr. 

C h a i r m a n  Dixon: Thank you very much. General (;illis. I'or that line presentation. Sow \ve'rt: pleased ti> have 
thc Jihtingulshed (-i)ngrcssman I'ronl ~)rlando, rn> old ~'rlund. C'ongrcssman H~l l  .\lc(:ollum. We're ;lad to have 
\ a u  hcrc. 

Congressman Bill ~ I c C o l l u m :  Xlr. C'hairman. I'rn very stad lo bc hcrc with >ou today. I'm here to 
represent the C'ity cat' Orlando. the County (.,I' Onnee. #IS ncll .IS the I.conc)mic Ikvelop~nelrt Tcanl, <'ommission of 
.5twthcrn FlonJa. .\nJ. I'm here on t\\o instol1;itlons. .\IIJ. I knuv In f i l e  rnlnutcs. c hi it's hard to discuss. hut I've 
prepared a statcmcnt I'm ping to suhrnlr. and 3s we used to Jtr tn (:c>nyrcss, I \tould submit it for the rccord. and 
1.m golng to summandc I(.  and ... for thc wcod. 

Chai rman Dixon: It rvill be reprcdllccd (in for) thc rrcord. 
1. ' 

Congressman Bill HcCollum: There arc two insti~llaiions. The tirst installat~on is the Saval Research 
I~; lb)ra~ory I'ndemater Sound Reference Detach in 0rl:indo. tvtuch is schcdulcd to bc transferred to Sewport. Rhode 
Island ... -established in its present form. In short. ttus is a laboratory w h c h  conducts the calibration of 
standards of the Navy l'or sonar for all the underwater mnsduccrs. It's been doing this for years; it's fifty yean  
old. ... the old Bell Laboratories in WWII. The issue that I want to raise to your attention. is that I think there's 
substantial deviation in the decision of the Department of Defense to d o  \\,hat it's d o ~ n g  in this case. from three 
criteria on Four -- your criteria One ol'those is the criteria that invovles the current and future mission and 
operational readiness. .bo ther  is the one that inyolves cost and manpo\\er implications. The t h r d  one is return 
on investment. I'll put it ve? simply to you that the fac~lity in Orlando is unique; it's a small facility. You have 
all civ~lian employees; about 105 of them; no active-lcavc military. 'There's n lake. called Lake Lcrsburg. which 
IS one of two lakes that these tests are conducted on, and that lake IS unique: it's spring-fed: it has a depth of 60 
meters: there are a lot of other technicals that are in your material that you can Irmk at. 'There is no other facility. 
no other lake, no other body of water in the cont inend Cnited States capable of doing the kind of testing with the 
accuncy that it's done at this facility. .And. I don't see any reference to any material which we've been given by 
the Navy that indicates that they've taken t h s  into account. and what's that's sorng to d o  to operational 
readiness. I don't think the technical people looking at ~t fully realize or appreciate what they've got here. In 
addition to that. you've go  fifty years of testing that's been done in this particular temperature and this particular 
condit~on to compare h s  sort of stuff with. .And. I understand from the technicians involved that you simply 
can't star1 all over again somewhere else in a colder h d y  of water and come up with the same kind of answers and 
h e  same attitude and ... they do. Plus, LO-to-20 percent of the personnel arc the only ones that are going to move 
to R h d e  Island when they go  to this facility, and that's a lot of expertise that will be lost. I ttunk that that's 
milit- value that's lost. We've got questions out to  the Savy now; and the other issues on the dollan and cents 
we'll be able to present to ,ou in much more detail through h e  process when we get those answers back. 

I want to  turn to the Nuclear Power School question, next  In Orlando, very briefly. Currently we arc a 
closed Naval Training ... in Orlando. One of the components of closure was Nuc:lear Power School and the School 
A that supplements it. scheduled to move up to New London. CT. Last base closure, the decision was made not to 
close the subscbool there: as a result of that. the cost of the move has increased dramatically. Originally it was 
projected to be %16 million. The staff of last (the tanks commission add) another $50 million. estimated $96 
mrllioa cost to  move. It's turned out it's 9162 million. So the Navy now says. Let's move this to  Charleston. 
S.C.. md build a new building there. and school -- and all if s ~ o i n g  to cost us $147 million, glving Sl5 million 
in savings. It's not good enough. They have no considention of what is the obvious. which is to leave that 
p>nion of the Suclear Power School of the Naval Ttaining Center right where it is in Orlando today. It would save 
you $140 billion plus. if you did that There needs to be a COBRA analysis. I hope that your staff cao encourage 
h e m  lo look at this, and see just what's there. Orlando's going to keep it's Navy Exchange when those bases 
close. because it's bigL&% money-revenue producer of the retirement mmmunity in the en t in  Lbitcd States Savy. 
The recreational facilities are going to remain there: houses are going to be there; and the Nuclear Power School is  
one of the most modern facilities that the Navy has. The buildings are there; the community would like to  keep it; 
and then's no savinss involved in this. It was just goin_e to be moved to Sew London where it makes sense where 
h e  rest of the Suclear Navy is. Nuclear Navy is not in South Carolina There are a couple of follow-on schools 
there that may save a linle bit of money. but most of the follow-on schwls  are elsewhere. So, I would suggest 
hat when we finish our look at this. andwe want you to I w k  at it. Ulat you're going to want to add this on and 
Icmk at redirecting and where it's being redirected to. 

Last. I want to  comment on sometlung that's not on the list; I'm not going to talk about it today. but I'd 
just like to alert !.ou to: We are a loser. and it's not on your List for us to look at. in Orlando of the Xrmstrong 
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I These are the slides I will be using for my 5 minute 
I I presentation 4 Apr in Bi:+mingham. 

Dick Gillis 

(To: Jim Owsley I ~ ro rn  : Richard F. Giliis I 
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DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 
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RANGES 



OKALOOSA COUNTY ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL 

DEFENSE SUPPORT INITIATIVE 

EGLIN'S EMTE 

RATED HIGHEST IN 
FUNCTIONAL VALUE 
OF ALL DOD EC 
RANGES 



T&E JOINT CROSS-SERVICE GROUP GIVES 
EGLIN'S EMTE A FUNCTIONAL VALUE OF 65 - 
- PT MUGU - 58 

- PAX RIVER - 53 
- EDWARDS - 52 
- CHINA LAKE - 47 
- USA EPG - 47 
- HOLLOMAN - 29 
- AFEWES - 17 
- CRANE - 17 
- REDCAP - 15 



HOWEVER AIR FORCE DECIDES TO 
DISMANTLE EMTE AND DISCONTINUE 
EGLIN'S EC LEADERSHIP ROLE 
- ESTABLISH EDWARDS AS EC SINGLE FACE TO THE 

CUSTOMER 
- MOVE 8 SIMULATORS & 2 POD SYSTEMS TO NELLIS 

RANGE COMPLEX 
B LEAVE REMAINING EMTE ASSETS FOR AFSOC 

TRAINING AND SUPPORT OF WEAPONS TESTING 
BUT WITHOUT UPGRADE FUNDING 

- CLOSE REDCAP & AFEWES & MOVE THEIR ASSETS TO 
EDWARDS 

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



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

OTHER EMTE USERS 



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

CUSTOMER 
COST OF DOING BUSINESS - CIVILIAN PAY, 
CONTRACTOR COSTS, DATA REDUCTION, etc, ARE 
HIGHER IN WESTERN U.S. 

>> TDY COSTS WlLL INCREASE FOR AFSOC, WRALC & 
ACC 

>> TANKER SUPPORT WlLL BE REQUIRED DUE TO 
DISTANCES BETWEEN STAGING BASES AND 
RANGES 



REALITY (CONT) 
- CREATE ADDITIONAL MCP REQUIREMENTS 

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

- IMPACT AFSOC'S EC READINESS 
n QUICK REACTION EC FIXES, REQUIRED IN ALL 

CONTINGENCIES, WILL BE DELAYED 



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

REDUCTION 
- OVERALL T&E, OT&E AND EC TRAINING IMPACT FOR 

THE AIR FORCE 
- SOUNDNESS OF THE DECISION TO DISMANTLE THE 

DOD EC RANGE RATED HIGHEST IN FUNCTIONAL 
VALUE AND RECREATE IT IN THE WESTERN US IN AN 
ERA OF DECLINING MILITARY BUDGETS 
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OFFICE OF THE ASSISTART SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 
3300 DEFENSE PENTAGON 

M A S H l N G T O N  DC 20301 3300 
. s. , ..., 

Mr. Ben Borden 
Defense Base Closure and 

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

Dear Mr. Borden: 

Enclosed is a response to a question for the7ecord submitted to the Air Force by 
ii~s Deierrse Base Closure and Realigr,mcnt Ccrnmissizn. \Y!e 9re r e s ~ o n d i ~ g  !o the 
question due to its policy perspective. 

I trust this information will be useful. 

Sincerely, 



!' Question: The 1995 Defense Authorlzat~on Fjill d~rected the Secretary of Defense to 
submit a Master Plan for the flnal disposition of all Electronic Combat (EC) 

w facil~ties before relocating any EC equipment or making any EC 
realignments. How does the Department of Defense BRAG 
recommendations to move eight EC threat simulators and two EC pod 
systems from Eglin Air Force Base, as well as the movement of REDCAP 
and AFEWES equipment to Edwards Air Force Base, comply with this 
congressional directive? 

Answer: The BRAC 95 recommendations to consolidate certain Electronic Combat 
teqt and evaluation activities, including a realignment at Eglin AFB, were 
made pursuant to the requirements of the Defense Base Closure and 
Realignment Act of 1990, Section 2903. These recommendations, and 
the consequent elimination of underutilized infrastructure, are expected to 
generate a relatively high return on the front-end investment needed to 
implement the recommendations. The Department believes that making 
these cost-effective recommendations is not inconsistent with the FY 1995 
Appropriations Committee Report language requesting the Department to 
justify any Electronic Combat test facility consolidations on economic 
grounds. 
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Dear Chairman Dixon 

We have studied the &r Force realignment recommendations to the Commission 
concerning REDCAP, AFEWES and Eglin's EMTE and we are convinced the Air Force is 
attempting to circumvent the intent of the 1995 National Defense Authorization Act. The 1995 
Bill clearly directed DoD to deliver an Electronic Combat (EC) Master Plan to the Congress 
before mak~ng any changes to the current EC Test and Evaluation infrastructure. DoD has not 
delivered the EC Master Plan yet they are proposing that the BRAC Commission approve 
realignments in EC infrastructure that will inexorably alter the way EC testing is done in the 
future. We strongly urge you to disapprove the proposed EC realignments and allow the 
Congress to carefully review DoD's EC Master Plan before changes are made that could affect 
this Nation's future war fighting capability. 



Backgfound Paper on DoD's Proposed EC Realignments for BRAC '95 

DoD has proposed closing the EC simulation facilities at REDCAP and AFEU'ES and 
dismantling the EMTE at Eglin. Approval of these realignments wll dramatically change the EC 
Test and Evaluation infrastructure and commit the Air Force to one open air EC range for both 
T&E and training. This action is being proposed in direct opposition to the recommendations of 
the most knowledgeable people in DoD's EC community. 

The current Ar Force EC T&E process uses simulation facilities at REDCAP, AFEWES 
and Eglin to thoroughly test new EC equipment against potential threats before that equipment is 
flown on Eglin's open air EC range. This process allows equipment to be tested on the ground 
before starting expensive airborne testing. The simulation facilities at REDCAP, AFEWES and 

Eglin and Eglin's EMTE open air range have been proven to be effective in developing EC 
systems that have protected our air crews in combat. The h r  Force is proposing to dismantle this 
infrastructure and develop a new simulation facility at Edwards AFB and center open air testing at 

the Nellis AFB range complex. This proposal purports to save $48M over 20 years but In fact 
w11l cost the A r  Force more money to test EC equipment thart it is spending now7 and could 
dramatically afTect the quality of EC testing in the hture 

7 .  . . - EC ies:ing h s  beer! :, ccg::nversl2i sun!e=; s2: !::=;. \:ex: 2 : ~  t!?e ;-. r:v L,.l-. rr.1: - -.-, .. a . k . .  -,:. : - . - , . .  ,; - 
-: -p?' 

- - . . - - ,-. v~reresr 12 .n,~.\\  .?":  PI,' ~ 1 ,  equlpmen: :e r:S:ec ~ = ; 2 ! _ 1 ~ : '  . .... - .  - ,-------,--- .i.u,.i\i~~!..:.:: - I - - -G- &.LA &&.. - . .  - - - -  

.-C.rt.rlr, 
' , ,  . . - - .  .,.,.,,,, coulo nzlre or: \v&y:rne carzbar reaaness I; .'5:. :n: ' y  ;r,rr;.sr- ;Irre;;e.. ,I;..-. .. . .. . - 

F <. - 
LE zt master pian ~ e i o r e  proceeding ro cnmge me EC. res: ~ n k a m c : ~ r t  : RLS izxaact .:, :: - - 
i "?5 Defense -4uthorizatlof. ,kc: ceused rc cnce 22zirL srxc\ the C p  --.;-,.<-- I-.,- -< ;/: wvC.,.. .. <. . . < - 
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Cross Senrlce Group, acicnowieaged tnat tne premier EC TBrE rzr,;.,e ir! 1302 15.x _=~l:r.'r 5 1 . 7  
and stated that if consolidation of EC T&E infrasrruciure was necessa?.. Egiin k v z s  the Duct. :.: 

7.. ,-. do i: The . b r  Force has chosen to disregard these rt.;ommenoazo::s s ~ d  ten:?: rt :est:ng ir: r!:? 
- - .  
:2 csrern L . S 

The .41r Force proposal to the 1995 Commission seeis to clrcurnvent the Imguage In thc 

1995 Defense Authorlzatlon Act If the Commlsslon approves the &r Force recommendations. 
the A r  Force wlll be free to change the EC T&E infrastructure wlthout dellvenng an EC master 
pian or consulting w t h  Congress Conslderlng that the proposed ~nfiastructure changes wll 
inexorably cornrnlt the Alr Force to only one EC open alr test ranse and forever prevent DoD 
from consol~dating EC test~ng a: its acl;nowleaged mos; capabie EC range, Egiln's Ehm. rhe 

w rel~~crance of the h r  Force to discuss this move w t h  the Congress 1s most disturbing 



V The cost of chanyny the EC T&E ~nfrastructure has been grossly understated by the Alr- 

Force. They claim the total cost will be $2.3M. The latest estimate made subsequent to the 
announcement of their proposed realignments is $1 6.1M to move eight sirnulators and two pod 
systems from Eglin to Nellis, close REDCAP and AFEWES and move some of their equipment 
to Edwards. Current estimates of the additional cost to the using commands to conduct testing at 
Edwards and Nellis vice Eglin is estimated at $6Mlyear or $120M over 20 years These costs will 
wipe out the 20 year, $38M savings the &r Force claimed for this realignment and actually 
increase the cost of EC testing to the Air Force by $88M over the 20 year period. 

The Air Force recommendations to the 1995 BRAC Commission should be disapproved 
because they lack merit. Following these recommendations wll reduce the U.S. capability to 
conduct EC T&E. increase the annual cost of EC testing and require a significant expenditure to 
duplicate existing EC simulation and test facilities in the Western U.S. 



POINT PAPER ON EM'l ' t  VS  ?it.l,l,lS 

Tllc lbllorv~~~g p u ~ a k  cornpl~ring thc s u h j ~ . ~  EC rest cupilhili~? is  biiscd ~ r l l  current und past CYPC~~CIICC of p~rsun~lcl 
who hnvc tiscd buih rongcs for DT&E. OT&E, und FO'l'k E. Commcnts nrc rcprcscntatlvc of  govcrnmcni and indusl.rq 
hmilinr with both m n p .  Sornc of lhc pcrsalrd wa'c instrumcntai in hclpu~g dcvclop thcsc rangc capabilities and ns sudi arc 
llllimaklv knowlcdgcablc of Ulc syslc~l\s. iustrurncntoliar, daia rcductiori. uld opxatiuns. 

SCII~DUI.FAB11 JTY. 
Auspncc: EMTE has ~mlrm~lcd nirspocc wtlh nu major air corridors within IUO N.V. Ncllis is  In vov  close lo dtc' 

~nujor airways scrvi~ig Los  Angola, I .its Vcp~s, ctc. in addition, tk Ncllis nrcn llas frcqucr~t scllsilivc ~ C S L  missions 0101 occur 
ard  slu~t  down Drc cnlirc arca without ndicc .  This catlscs delays In completing ongotng E(: Icsls which ilrc nlways Iowzr 
priority. (:ontractor pcrsonncl ~ ~ I V C  spcnl ctrlirc wcclrs cunfincd lo qunrtcrs whilc only occornplishing onc test niiss~on. 
Sccuri~y restrictions limit (rnvcl Ldfrom lhc m easily lo bcltcr utilizc tirnc. 

Frcqucncy: Boor rnngcs havc froqucnoy rcslrictions due to cwl~~ilcrc~ol or dhcr niissinns Dcvclopmcntd EC icsi~np 
rcqu~rcs the must rcstrictivc mnirol of ~ h c  frcqucnq bands which csscnlialIy nlcaris only onc icst crui k schcdulcd at a t i ~ t ~ e .  
I f  all lcsls arc run 111 onc rangc, thc cfficicnc:y will grcatl)~ hc limilcd sincc only orrc ks l  can bc schcdulcd at a ii111c using the 
fwpcncies of'itibrwl. This nlciins an EC: lcsl is no[ compatible wilh vpcxa~ional icsts Ulat usc Lhc somc frcquulcy S ~ ~ E I ~ U I I J .  

E.G. Spacc shutilc fligllts closc down ihc Nellis EC Icsting Tor all barids of inlcrcsl. 
Tinlc on suiliim: I ~ U C  to lhc l~nljtcd basc supporl or sccurily rcslrictions many oTLhc anmi EC test requirt: tmker 

support or spocial pcriilission to lrrnd closc (wiUiin I ONM) ofihc Ncllis EC thrcirl systems. Thin lo~isiics greatly imp,~ts  tllc 
days ra~uircd to ncc~xssp\ish il ruluircd nurilbw urmissions. No such rcslriclions cxrsc oi  Ilw EM'I'E. In Ihci, t)r; niranjl arc 
frcclixntiy on slalion w11h dab ~oIIcc110n startilip wilt~in 5 minules ancr ~ a k c  off. An F- 15E flying irom Edwards AFB w1U1 

lilt! cnnrurrnal tanks can stq. on th:: Ncllis rarlgc 30 ~ninulcz tvitfb:~i~; .i i ~ n i . ~ ~  ,'\ti F- i t i  ir~,rn Ncllis ha< ton!?, 27-25 
rr,inuict on the rwlge. ki Fgiin Mi; mi stay over I 1!1 iiwrs. 
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BOB GRAHAM 
FLORIDA 

United States Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0903 

The Honorable Alan J. Dixon 
Chair man 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 
1.700 North Moore Street, Suite 1425 
iirlington, Virginia 22209 

Dear Chairman Dixon: 

We are writing concerning a matter of great importance to us, the State of 
Florida, and the United States Air Force. 

We have carefully studied the Air Force recommendations for the realignment 
of Eglin Air Force Base's Electromagnetic Tea Environment (EMTE), Real- - time Digitally Controlled Analyzer Processor (REDCAP), and Air Force 
Electronic Warfare Environment Simulator (AFEWES) published on February 
28, 1995 as part of the Defense Department's base closure and realignment list. 
We are very concerned that the Air Force's recommendations serve to 
undermine congressional direction to the Defense Department by 
circumventing the intent of Congress as expressed in the 1995 National 
Defense Authorization Act. The National Defense Authorization Act clearly 
directed the Department of Defense P O D )  to deliver an Electronic Combat 
(EC) Master Plan to Congress before making any changes to the current EC 
Tea and Evaluation infrastructure. The Department of Defense has not yet 
delivered the EC Master Plan, however, it is proposing that the Base Closure 
and Realignment Commission (BMC) approve realignments in EC 
infrastructure that are likely to inexorably alter the manner in which EC 
testing is performed in the future. 

We acknowledge the prerogative that the BRAC Commission has with respect 
to m a h g  decisions related to our military's infrastructure which could have 
broader policy implications. However, a carefully conceived and thorough 
analysis by DOD in drafting an EC Master Plan would be in our country's 
best interest. 



We strongly urge you to reject the Air Force's proposal for EC realignments. 

w This will allow Congress time to carefully review DOD's EC Master Plan 
before any changes are made which could seriously affect this Nation's war 
fighting capability. 

Sincerely, 

~ L L  Bob Graham 

United States Senator 
Connie Mack 

United States Senator 
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w MEMORANDUM 

TO : General (ret . 1 3. B . Davis, B U C  Commissioner 

FROM : Senator Bob Graham 

DATE : May 9, 1995 

RE : FLORIDA BASE REALIGNMENT AND CLOSURE COMMISSION ISSUES 

Thank you for returning my call today. I e n j o y e d  the 
c o n v c r a a t i o n  and hope to get togcthcr w i t h  you sometime Boon.  

As you had requested, I am forwarding a s h o r t  issue paper t o  you 
concerning t h e  s u b j e c t  macter t h a t  we d i s cus sed .  As I said, I 
believe that the issues that I am concerned about are based o n  
w r i t  and hope that you can assist in ensuring t h a t  these 
arguments get a fair h e a r i n g .  

I thank you for your objective analysis and hard work as a 
commissioner, as well as your dedicated, patriotic service to our 
Nation. 
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ISSUES FOR CONSIDERATION 

1. NAS Whitinq Field: It is our underetanding that several 
members of the Commission may be considering adding Whiting Field 
to its list of possible base closures. We have also been told 
that the BRAC may perform a site visit at Whiting, and t h a t  data 
calls have been made for analysia of consolidation and co 
location scenarios at Ft. Rucker. 

* The Navy, Marine Corps and Coast Guard strongly s u p p o r t  
continued training at NAS Whiting Field. 

* Co-locating the training operations at Rucker is not 
a fiscally viable option. The Navy has reports t h a t  i t  
would result in high costs and protrnctcd rcturn on 
investment. Gains made would quickly evaporate due 
to student transfers (to and from Ft. Rucker between 
training phases) and military construction costs. 

* Consolidation would be much more difficult to institute 
due to differences i n  Service requirements ( sea  versus 
land), training philosophy (fixed wing primary versus 
no fixed wing training), and personnel policics (officer 
versus non-commissioned officer). 

* According to the Navy, consolidation would threacen its 
most needed training requirements - -  extensive instrument 
rime. Those who have flown in maritime environments know 
well the unique and extreme hazards associated with night 
operations at-sea (particularly onboard smaller vessels 
such as destroyers or frigates). 

* The Navy has reliably analyzed its requirements and asseta 
and made the correct decision to retain NAS Whiting Field. 
The Secretary of the Navy and Chief of Naval Operations 
gee t h i g  issue a s  a qafet-y,  training, and fiscal issue. 

NADEP J a c k s o n v i l h ;  

* The Navy has repeatedly shown strong support for the 
retention ot NADEP Jax tor cost and strategic reasons. 

* NADEP Jax hag  proven itself as an efficient and cost 
effective depot. It has prevailed in both private-public 
workload competitions (against GE for F-117 stealth 
fighter engines) and public-public c o m p e t i t . i f l n s  (against 
Air Force for  5-52 engines). 



Florida Issues 
May 9, 1995 
Page 3 

* The GAO report is highly critical of the Air Force depot 
analysis. It does not raise questions about the Navy 
analysis. The Navy's analysis and recommendations are 
sound and should  he honored. 

* The Air ~orce, unlike the Navy, has yet to reduce its 
excess depot i n f l - a a t r u c l u r e .  Tile Navy I I ~ B  i i lr .eady closed 
three of i t s  NADEPs including NADEP Pensacola, FL. The 
Navy has "right-sized" and eliminated its exceas capacity 
in the true spirit of BRAC. 

* Air Force BRAC arla lys is ,  in general, has been seriou~ly 
questioned by t h e  GAO. Our own analysis of the Test and 
Evaluation issue makes us question the Air Force's 
decision to move electronic warfare tes t  and evaluation 
hardware out of Eglin. 

* The Board of Director's Study clearly is supportive of 
Eglin's strengths as a Test and Evaluation center, should 
consolidation be necessary. 

* The Defense Authorization Act for 1995 directed the 
Secretary of Defense to establieh an electronic warfare 
Master Plan, before consolidating electronic warfare 
aaaete, in order to ensure that a thorough analysis i~ 
conducted in thie area. The Air Force's BRAC 
recommendations act to circumvent this directive. 

* Although the BRAC Commission is able make decisions i n  
an independent fashion, the completion of the Master 
Plan would allow for a more thorough study in this 
area and ensure that DOD's plans are well thought out 
in the longterm. 





"'rtland argument, concerns Eglin Id 
I Test center with 800 workers at  stake in BRAC debate 

By Charles Ashby wanted to save, than backed into 
News Journal the data (to justify it)," Gillis said. 

Albuquerque, N.M., officials In Dallas, Texas officials 
may have done too good a job Wednesday said it makes no sense 

The Air has said it to re-create an Air Force test range questioning why the Air Force save $62 million by closing the at bases out west when i t  already wants to close Kirtland Air Force base, but ~ l b ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  officials 
Base, an Okaloosa County resi- claimed i t  will cost $12 million a 

exists a t  a base near Fort Worth. 
dent said Thursday. In Birmingham, Ala., on April 

year 'lose it and its 12, Gillis told the panel that mov- I t  could lead to Eglin Air Force operations elsewhere. 
Base not getting the Air Force ing a small electronic combat test 

The comments Gill& heard at  range from Eglin, similar to the Operational Test and the hearing about the Air Force's Eglin-controlled range a t  Fort 
Center and its 800 workers' said recommendations were similar to worth, to California and Nevada retired Air Force Maj. Gen. Dick those he.s heard before. Gillis. would cost far more than it would 

GILLIS IS a member of the coun- AT THE SIX Defense Base Clo- Save. 

tyVs Economic Development Sure and Realignment chnmis- GILLIS SAID thea Air Force is 
Council that is working to protect  ion hearings Gillis has attended - going to have a tough time in the 
Eglin. , . ,' & .  . - this month, he's heard th: same, next two months justifying its rec- ' 

At a base closure hear& in ~ 1 -  theme about the Air Force s Pro- ommendations to the commission. 
buquerque, New Mexico 0,fficiais posed rea?ignments: They just The commission *has criticized 

don't makz sense. ' .  . questioned how the' Air ' Force .. , . the Air ForceTs recommendations" 
" could', recommend cl&ibg' K id - ,  - .Both ~ ~ & : ~ o i n m i s s i d h i r s  and ""  The commission, , ~ h i c @ i s '  ref 

land when i t  said the base was too those testifying a t  the hearings viewing all the recommendatilons; 
important to be shut down during have raised questions. , will report its. decision to Presi-, 

:, tL - ' a t  round of defense cutbacks ."Basically; it would appear the - dent Clinton onthe  proposed-:& . 

1.. , , - '' .- Air Force picked which bases it.-sure~-and a ? , - ,  r6dignme.t~ . r l  by July 8 . - .. 
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BOB GRAHAM 
FLORIDA 

United $totee Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10-0903 

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

Dear Alan: 

We commend you and your fellow commissioners on the excellent 
work that the commission has done thus far in the base closure 
process. We Floridians entered the BRAC process knowing well 
that our military facilities are among the best and most 
militarily valuable in the world. Moreover, they are national 
assets on which our Nation depends heavily for its national 
security. 

There remain three issues which we are deeply concerned about 
that the Commission will be considering in the next two months. 
We hope that you will carefully consider the following issues 
during your deliberations. 

(1) Homestead ARB: Closing Homestead would be a strategic and 
military error. The recent strife in the Caribbean, particularly 
the Haiti operations, have served to enhance and highlight 
Homestead's strategic value. Clearly, it is in our Nation's best 
interest to have defense resources poised and ready in South 
Florida, considering the frequently unstable conditions that 
exist in the Caribbean region, including a hostile Cuba. Losing 
this valuable resource would undermine America's ability to react 
quickly and effectively to contingencies in Latin America. We 
urge you and your fellow commissioners to give careful 
consideration to Homestead's true military and strategic value, 
for we are confident you will recognize its important future and 
function in our national defense and foreign policy strategy. 

( 2 )  Eslin AFB: We remain concerned that the Air Force's 
recommendations to the Department of Defense with respect to 
weapons test and evaluation (T/E) lacks sufficient justification 
to warrant implementation. The 1995 National Defense 
Authorization Act directed the Defense Department to develop a 
master plan for T/E before consolidating or moving electronic 
warfare equipment. Moving Air Force T/E equipment in accordance 
with the Air Force's recommendations would undermine the intent 

w of Congress to ensure that a comprehensive and cost-effective 



weapons T/E plan is in place before consolidating or moving EC 
equipment and operations. Eglin AFB is a proven, cost-effective 
and efficient T/E center - -  it is ideally suited for the mission 
3f weapons T/E. Moving the simulators out of Eglin will 
seriously degrade the Air Force's capability to perform vital T/E 
functions. Therefore, we urge you and the members of your 
Commission to reject the Air Force's recommendations and allow 
the Defense Department to develop its comprehensive master plan. 

(3) Orlando Navv Nuclear Power Propulsion Trainins Center: The 
1993 BRAC decision to relocate the training center to New London, 
Connecticut was projected to produce annual savings of, according 
to the 1993 Commission, approximately $75.8 million after a one 
time cost of $374 million. However, in this BRAC round, the 
Defense Department recommends a redirect of the training center 
to Charleston, South Carolina. We ask you and your fellow 
commissioners to carefully analyze the cost effectiveness of 
moving the training center from Orlando to Charleston. Should 
the costs associated wit.h its relocation to, and its operation 
at, Charleston exceed the costs of keeping the training center in 
Orlando, we urge the Commission to redirect the 1993 decision to 
keep it at its present site. 

We .thank you for your superb leadership, fair judgement and 
dedicated service to America. We look forward to discussing this 
matter with you in the near future, and hope that you will 
contact us if we can assist you in any way. 

Sincerely, 

~ c 6  Bob Graham 4iwx&/ Connie Mack 
United States Senator United States Senator 





June 15,1995 

Chairman Alan Dixon 
Defense Base Realignment and Closure Commission 
1700 Nonh Moore Street, Ste. 1425 
Arlington, VA 22209 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I t  is important that the BRAC Commission recognize the misinformation campaign 
being waged by those effected by the Air Force's decision to consolidate Electronic Warfare 
(EW) test capabilities at the Air Force Flight Test Center (AFFTC) and the Nellis Range 
Complex. Allegations of inadequate study, increased cvst and destruction of the Electronic 
l'arfare Test Process are inaccurate. 

The Air Force, in concert with other services, has been studying EW test capability 
consolidation for almost ten years. Every comprehensive study that included the h l l  EW test 
capabilities concluded that the best open air test capabilities, and therefore the best place to 
consolidate capabilities is within the Nellis Range Complex. Reliance, Role and Missions, 
AFMC's EW Consolidation and the tri-service Test and Evaluation Board of Directors' studies all 

'W concluded that the premier open air EW test capabilities were on the Nellis Range Complex. In 
the past, concerns about test capacity on the Nellis Range and political pressures precluded 
consolidation. Changes in force structure and strength no longer make capacity a major concern. 
The BRAC process has the potential to overcome political issues. 

Consolidation of EW Ground test capabilities has been studied with equal fidelity. The 
Air Force's proposed consolidation is proven to be a cost effective way of preserving. not 
clestroying, I-lardware-in-the-Loop (HITL) elements of the EW Test process. Contractor- 
operated HITL facilities at AFEWES, Ft. Worth, TX and REDCAP, Buffalo, NY are antiquated, 
expensive to operate and support only a fraction of the EW system acquisition and upgrade 
programs. Electronic linking is touted as an alternative to physical consolidation. Although 
linking is conceptually attractive, it does not address the high cost of maintaining duplicative or 
rnarginai capabilities. Moving AFEWES and REDCAP to the AFFTC will bring together all 
'ZW Test process capability and expertise under one organization. Consolidation will eliminate 
the parvcllial "not invented here" attitude that often causes one test organization to discount 
mother capability. It will also eliminclle movement of EW systems around the country as they 
progress ~hruugh the test process. Consolidation will greatly improve the ability to correlate data 
between steps of the EW test process. It  will be synergistic with Navy operations at the China 
Lake Echo Range. 

PPlrlTF3 01. a C C Y C L E 0  PAPER 



Contrary to much of the information appearing in the media, EW test capability 
consolidation to the AFFTC and the Nellis Range Complex is a cost effective solution to budget 
driven downsizing that will increase utilization of the test process and improve the quality of EW 
systems. It is not in the best interest of the Air Force, the DOD, or the American taxpayer to 
reject the DOD BRAC recommendations on EW consolidation. 

Best regards, 0 

HOWARD P. -"BUCK" MCKEON, MC BILL THOMAS, MC 

OHN DOOLITTLE, MC 

ELTON GALLEGLY, MC 
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2Bnited Staterr Senate 
WASHINGTON, DC 205 10 

J u n e  20. 1995 

The Honorable Alan DLxon 
C:halrnian 
Defense Base Closure arid Realignment Co~umlssion 
1700 North Moore Streel. Scllte 1425 
Arlir>glor~, \'A 22209 

Dear Mr. Chatrman: 

We are  wrttlng lo call your allentlon to a clear flaw Irl Lhe Alr Force I-ccomrr\t:r~rlal~orls Ihr 
~rcalignlng clcclronic combat test facilities. 

Electronic combat systems require ext.ensive tesling and I-efinement. lo produce the decisive 
victory and low loss of llfe enjoyed by Coalition Forces during Operalion Desert Storm. Thls 
lestlrlg is cleperldenl ~ipoti  higilly specialtzed Lest and evaluation I'acililies such a s  the Alr 
Fui.ce Elei:l~'u~~li: War-fal-e Evaluatton Simula(.or ( N E W S )  in Fort Wort.h. Tcxns. 'To~ether 
u1ll.h coraylrmentn~y Sa~llllies In Eglin AFB. Rot-Ida and Bullalo. New York. AFEWES has 
helped save countless lives and military equipment of Ines(lmab1e value. 

The Increasing cosl. of combat alrctaft and the proliferation or modern alr clekrlse systems 
lo Tliir'il Wu~'ld I I ~ ~ ~ O I I S  makes it vttnl that our  forces have elect~.onic combat sys1i.111~ cnpnble 
of prolec(.irlg our aircraft [)-om hostile forces. Urlfortunalely. the very (esl facllilles (.ha1 have 
tlrlped assure that prot ectiorl in the pas[ have now been recornrnttrlded Tor- rcnllgnmerll b y  
( h e  Alr Force. The Alr Force rnaint.alns t.hat relocating AFEWES (as  well as the Egllrl M B  
a n d  Buffalo l'acilllies) will red1.1ce cost whtle preserving capabililles. vet. we belleve a rimre. 
rcnllslic a s s c s s ~ r l c ~ ~ l .  wuuld il~cllcate tha t  I-clocating lhrsc facililies will ~ . c s t ~ l (  I r l  Icss Lcsl 

c:.~pabrlily at increased cost .  

The Alr Force recornrner~rl~~ltons also vlolate the In(ent ol' Congress, which lor- several years 
has Irled lo Irnprove DoD malagernent of eleclrorlrc combal test facilities. The 1995 Defe~lse 
Au l h o ~  kallon Act and 1995 Scnatc Approprtalions Defcnsc st1 bcornrnllt(:c ~.cpor-l rest ricl 
UoD from realifnlng electronrc cornbal Lest Sacllities irnlll ( he  Defensr Depar tment  rt~hrr\i ls 
to Congress an electron~c corrlbat master plan and ii hardware-in-(lie-loop clala 11rlklrig 
rcpot-r. Desplte the fact that nt-tlher of these Conpl-essional req~lrr~rtle11(s have been 
9%11sSled. the Alr Force has opted to recommend Ihe reali~nrnenl of 11.riporlanl cler~lrnls of 
its clcctron~c combat test  and evalunLion fdcilllica. 



Lxi1t.r to Chairman Dlxon 
J u n e  20. 1995 
Page 2 

We believe the Alr Force recommendations to the Defense Base C~OSLII-t. arlcl R ~ a l l ~ n m ~ n t  
(:orii~iiIsslon are n o l  in Ihr  best intel-esl of either our rrlrlitary forces o r  lhe L1.S. taxpayer. 
We LI rge yoo Io rqecl Lhe Alr Force AFEWES realignnienl pf-oposal. 

Yours respectfiilly. 

HIL GRAMM AEY& 
Unllecl Stales Senator 

PETE GEREN 
hl$m her of Congress Member of Congress 
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EC MONITOR 

DOD BRACC Recommendations Target EC Testing 
The US Department of Defense's 

(DOD's) March 2 recommendations to 
the current Base Realignment and Clo- 
sure Committee (BRACC) includes 
plans to move key elements of the Air 
Force's current electronic combat devel- 
opmental test ?nd evaluation (ECDT&E) 
capability to new locations at Nellis 
AFB, NV, and Edwards AFB, CA. The 
plan has contributed to a contentious 
final round of BRACC hearings. 

The DOD recommendations propose 
to relocate 8 threat simulators and 52 
government positions from the Electro- 
magnetic Threat Environment (EMTE) 
range at Eglin AFB, FL, to the Nellis 
Range Complex. Currently Nellis 
serves as an electronic combat training 
range. According to the DOD, the esti- 
mated cost of this move is $2.2 million. 

The DOD also recommended mov- 
ing the Real-Time Digitally Controlled 
Analyzer Processor (REDCAP) activi- 

ty at Buffalo, NY, and the Air Force 
Electronic Warfare Environment Sim- 
ulator (AFEWES) at Ft. Worth, TX, to 
the Air Force Flight Test Center at Ed- 
wards AFB. The DOD estimates the 
cost of moving AFEWES at $5.8 mil- 
lion and the cost of moving REDCAP 
at $1.7 million. 

Criticism of the recommendations 
has been swift and vociferous. Skep- 
tics argue that while the recommenda- 
tions appear to suggest a coherent and 
inexpensive plan to consolidate Air 
Force open-air EC testing at Nellis 
and hardware-in-the-loop (HITL) test- 
ing at Edwards, the plans are inherent- 
ly flawed for several reasons - and 
represent a walk to the executioner's 
block for EC testing. 

First, critics say that while the concept 
of moving resources from Eglin to Nellis 
does not in itself threaten Air Force 
ECDT&E, the Air Force cannot possibly 

move and then re- - - -  ~-~ ~-~~ -~ 

build the EMTE ca- 
pabilities at Nellis for 
the $2.2 million fig- 
ure submitted to the 
BRACC. 

JED spoke with 
MG Richard Gillis, 
USAF (ret.), who 
has argued to the 
BRACC that the 
EMTE should re- 
main at Eglin for 
several reasons. He 
has submitted item- 
ized cost data to the 
BRACC indicating 
that the true cost of 
moving the EMTE 
equipment to Nellis 
and building the 
proper command 
and control facilities 
for the equipment is 

to maintain the current capabilities of 
Eglin, where the command and control 
capabilities already exist. 

Previous investigations of DOD 
ECDT&E consolidation appear to sup- 
port Gillis's contentions. In 1994, the 
Board of Directors (vice chiefs for all 
the services) studied the issue of consol- 
idating all DOD ECDT&E and found 
that the most capable range in the DOD 
was the EMTE at Eglin. Following that 
study, the Test and Evaluation Joint 
Cross Services Group, which recently 
studied the DOD ECDT&E consolida- 
tion issue for the BRACC, reached the 
same conclusion. This has led many to 
question why these findings were not 
part of the March 2 DOD recommenda- 
tions, and also why the Air Force would 
want to dismantle what the DOD had 
twice identified as its most capable EC 
and munitions test range. 

The cost to move the AFEWES and 
REDCAP resources also amears to be , & 

in doubt. Sources close to the two fa- 
cilities, citing itemized estimates, con- 
tend that it would cost $66.7 million to 
move AFEWES, rather than the $5.8 
million estimated by the DOD BRACC 
recommendations, and at least $13.8 
million to move REDCAP - not $1.7 
million. The sources explaired that the 
Air Force estimates would only hold 
true if there were no plans to put the 
HITL equipment back into service 
once it was moved out west. 

Critics contend that the reason for 
the discrepancies is that the Air Force 
did not request specific cost estimates 
until after the DOD recommendations 
had been submitted. According to a 
source familiar with the program, 
AFEWES contractor Lockheed-Ft. 
Worth Co. (Ft. Worth, TX) was not 
contacted by Air Force officials to de- 
termine the cost of moving AFEWES 
until March 22, three weeks after the 

Critics fear that by moving equipment from locations such as actually- $i 1 mil- DOD submitted its BRACC recom- 
the EMTE at Eglln AFB, the DOD will cripple the EC Test lion. He argues that mendations. Similarly, CALSPAN 
Process. (USAF photo) it is less expensive Corp. (Buffalo, NY), co:itractor for 
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Radian's model 2890 
digitally tuned oscillator 
(DTO) assembly tunes from 
50 MHz to 20 GHz with a 
tuning speed of 1 ps. 
Spurious outputs are less 
than -60 dBc and harmonics 

The model 2890 has two RF outputs: 50 MHz to 2 GHz and 
2 to 20 GHz. The low band is continuous tuning. The high band 
consists of seven sub-bands that are PIN switch selected to a 
common output port. The unit is heater stabilized and tuned via 
a 16 bit, parallel, TTL input. An analog FM input port is also 
provided. All of this in a small 6.3 x 6.5 x 2 inch package. 

Digitally Tuned 
PROM Linearized 
Heater Stabilized 
Small Size 

I T t C l l N O L O G Y .  I N C .  

421 1 Burton Drive 
Santa Clara, CA 95054-1 51 2 
4081980-9877 FAX 4081980-1 61 4 
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::PEPENDABLE = it's ANTEKNR, 

Ankkna Products, 
Call Bob Dalton at 

Simulation Systems & Support, Inc. 
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REDCAP, was not asked to provide a 
similar cost estimate until March 21, 
according to industry sources. 

Furthermore, congressional sources 
- -  

- 
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indicate that the Air Force has not i identified the cost data that it used to 
provide the estimates for the EMTE, ' 
AFEWES and REDCAP DOD recom- 
mendations. An April Government Ac- j 
counting Office (GAO) report on the 
DOD BRACC recommendations 
reached a similar conclusion about 
many Air Force cost estimates. 

Congressional sources suspicious of 
Air Force intentions also indicated that 
under the current BRACC system, mil- 
itary value and operational cost sav- 
ings are the major criteria by which the 
DOD recommendations are judged. 
They further stated that because of the 
high priority placed on cost savings 
over a given period of time, it is advan- 
tageous for the Air Force to underesti- 
mate the cost of the moves if it wants 
to ensure that the BRACC will accept 

- the recommendations. In essence, not 
only are the up-front costs of a $5.8 
million move cheaper than a $66.7 
million move, but the payback will 

- -  

2 

: 

relocation costs too much, as has been , 
alleged, then it will either have to said the cr 

also occur significantly sooner. 
However, the sources went on to , 

say, if the Air Force underestimates the 1 nel 

"mothball" the equipment indefinitely 
or identify money elsewhere in its bud- 
get to put the equipment back into 
service. The sources added that, given 
the DOD funding climate, the former 
option seems more plausible. 

What makes the "mothball" scenario 
even more likely, said other sources, is 
the lack of provision for moving 
enough of the experienced personnel 
who run the equipment. C~ncerning 
the EMTE, the DOD recommendation 
calls for the transfer of 52 government 
positions, mostly from the 46th Test 
Wing at Eglin - the people responsi- 
ble for running the EMTE equipment. 
The sources argued that while the posi- 
tions are being relocated to Nellis, it 
was likely that many of the technicians 
currently filling those positions would 
find other assignments at Eglin, since 
they are given that option. The sources 
therefore predicted that most of the po- 
sitions will go to Nellis "empty." This 
brings into question where the Air 
Force plans to find the skilled person- 

' Eglin curre 
ed to run th 

With rc 
AFEWES, 

no p, 
tractor jobs 
Edwards, sii 
self only w 
Operation of 
elusively on 
industry sou 
"Ot presentc 
BRACC rect 
workforce. 7 

: 50 CALSPP 
maintain and 
Lockheed-Ft 
form the san 

' Sources hdic 
quired to op 
not exist any\ 

Finally, c 
DOD recoml 
by the BRA( 
the plan wc 
"Catch 22." S 
Appropriatio~ 

JOURNAL of ELECTRONIC DEFENSE MAY '95 
JOURNAL of EL 



vovide a 
larch 21, 

I sources 
has not 

t used to 
: EMTE, 
3 recom- 
nent Ac- 
rt on the 
ldations 
)n about 

>. 

)icious of 
:ated that 
tem, mil- 
~ o s t  sav- 
~ h i c h  the 

judged. 
Ise of the 

savings 
is advan- 
nderesti- 
it wants 

111 accept 
mce, not 
)f a $5.8 
a $66.7 

jack will 
I.. 

.nt on to 
{nates the 
has been 
have to 

definitely 
n its bud- 

'lack into 
lat, given 
le former 

' scenario 
ources, is 
moving 

~ersonnel 
ncerning 
nendation 
wemment 
16th Test 
responsi- 
luipment. 
the posi- 
Nellis, it 
chnicians 
ns would 
lin, since 
le sources 
)f the po- 
qy." This 

the Air 
d person- 

* MAY '95 

i 

: Meanwhile, the Navy ~a'kes Its Own Bid for 
? USAF Test Resources 
i While the DOD plan to consoli- also used by the Naval Air Test Cen- 

j date USAF test resources has come ter at Patuxent River. 1'' 

under fire from the ECDT&E com- 

The alternative Navy proposal to ware-in-the-loop testing. The FY95 
the BRACC, made a month after the Defense Appropriations Conference 

ter at Patuxent River, MD. tween ACETEF and AFEWES. 
While details of the plan were Consequently, the BRACC has re- 

Navy management, since they are Knowles 

nel necessary to operate the equipment, directed the Air Force to study electron- 
said the critics, who asserted that only ic networking solutions prior to consoli- 
Eglin currently has the expertise need- dating any HITL simulation facilities. 
ed to run the EMTE. The reason for the mandate is to explore 

With regard to REDCAP and the relatively inexpensive possibility of 
AFEWES, the DOD recommendations electronically linking REDCAP and 
make no provision to move any con- AFEWES to Edwards rather than mov- 
tractor jobs currently at these sites to ing the sites. Similarly, Congress direct- 
Edwards, since the BRACC concerns it- ed the DOD to submit an EC master 

. - 
self only with government positions. I plan for congressional approval before 
Operation of both sites relies almost ex- moving any simulation equipment out 
elusively on a contractor work force, yet of Eglin. However, the final drafts of 
industry sources said the Air Force has these studies are not due to be presented 
not presented any plan outside of the until after Congress is scheduled to vote 
BRACC recommendations to move the on the BRACC recommendations. 
workforce. This includes approximately The potential conflict between the 
50 CALSPAN personnel who directly BRACC and congressional mandates 
maintain and operate REDCAP and 100 is a subject of debate. Air Force 
Lockheed-Ft. Worth personnel who per- - sources cited an unnamed congression- 
form the same functions for AFEWES. al staffer, who assured the service that 
Sources indicated that the expertise re- the mandates would still have to be 
quired to operate the equipment does met even if Congress passed the 
not exist anywhere else. BRACC '95 legislation. 

Finally, critics contend that if the However, according to knowledge- 
! DOD recommendations are approved able congressional sources contacted 
: by the BRACC and President Clinton, by JED, if the BRACC legislation 

the plan would put Congress in a were passed with the DOD recommen- 
"Catch 22." Specifically, a FY95 Senate dations, the legislation would take 

i .4ppropriations Committee Report has precedence over the mandates, since 
i 
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the BRACC is an actual bill rather than 
a committee mandate. The sources also 
added that i t  was extremely unlikely 
that the conflict would cause Congress 
to reject the BRACC '95 legislation, 
which involves approximately 140 
other military installations besides the 
EC test facilities. 

While the events seem confusing, the 
source of concern for many is that by 
allegedly failing to submit accurate cost 
data to cover the relocation of the 
equipment and failing to ensure that the 
specially trained personnel who current- 
ly operate the equipment will move 
with the EMTE, AFEWES and RED- 
CAP resources, the Air Force Materiel 
Command and Air Force Test and Eval- 
uation Directorate have not properly en- 
sured that the equipment will ever be 
placed back into service once moved. 
Critics condemned what they saw as the 
negative effect the moves will have on 
the Air Force EC Test Process. 

Skeptics suggested two reasons why 
the future of Air Force ECDT&E is in 
its current situation. At best, they say, 
the Air Force decided to implement a 
consolidation of ECDT&E equipment 
in a particularly careless manner. At 
worst, they suggest, the March 2 DOD 
recommendations were a deliberate ef- 
fort by certain high-ranking elements 
in the Air Force acquisition communi- 
ty to weaken, if not kill, key elements 
of the service's EC Test Process in 

hopes of lessening the cost of testing 
systems. Several sources pointed an 
accusing finger particularly at the F-22 
System Program Office. The F-22 SPO 
did not respond to JED queries regard- 
ing these allegations. 

However, retired USAF Lt Gen 
Howard Leaf, director of Air Force test 
and evaluation, did agree to address 
some of these concerns. "The Air 
Force is participating in the Base Re- 
alignment and Closure (BRAC) proc- 
ess and is responding to consolidation 
recommendations forwarded to the Of- 
fice of the Secretary of Defense," said 
Leaf in a written response to JED 
queries. "Equipment and manpower 
positions that would be located under 
the BRAC recommendations and their 
receiving locations are being refined 
during site visits." 

However, Leaf asserted that since 
"the majority of all Air Force develop- 
mental test and evaluation and a large 
portion of its operational test and eval- 
uation are currently conducted at Ed- 
wards AFB and the Nellis Range Com- 
plex, command and control facilities 
sufficient for test and evaluation exist." 
Further, Leaf said, "Hiring of addition- 
al personnel and appropriate training 
will be accomplished if required." 

The DOD BRAC proposals do not 
violate the intentions of Congress, Leaf 
said. "The Air Force has not moved 
any electronic warfare simulation 

equipment, and thus has not violated 
congressional direction." 

In conclusion, Leaf said, "The Air 
Force remains strongly committed to 
the electronic warfare test process and 
our ability to implement it. Costs asso- 
ciated with reactivating needed test 
and evaluation capabilities realigned 
by the BRAC process are borne by the 
BRAC; these funds are set aside for 
this purpose only." 

At press time, the executive board of 
the BRACC was scheduled to meet 
with GAO and DOD officials to 
specifically address test and evaluation 
issues. It remained unclear whether the 
issues raised by critics of the DOD rec- 
ommendations for EMTE, AFEWES 
and REDCAP facilities would be heard 
at that meeting. However, the GAO re- 
port already cited indicated that RED- 
CAP and AFEWES facilities did not 
meet the minimum personnel require- 
ments of facilities to be considered by 
the BRACC. - J. Knowles 

- 4. 

For more indepth coverage of the 
issues raised in this article, see this 
month's JED On-Line at 
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Cutting Room Floor 
DOD BRA(:C' 'l'argets KC'  'l'estiag 

The US Department of Defense's (DOD's) March 2 recommendations to the current Rase Realigr~rnenr and C'lositrc 
Committee (BRACC) includes plans to move key elements of the Air Force's cur~t~ent elec~r.orlic combnr 
developmental test and evaluation (ECDTBrE) capability to new locations at Nell~s AFR, NV,  and Edwards AFH. 
CA The plan has contributed to a contentious final round o f  the BRACC hearings. 

The DOD recommendations propose to relocate 8 threat simulators and 52 government jobs: Vrorn the 
Electromagne~ic Threat Lnvironmenr (EMTE) range at Eglin AFD, FL, to the h'ellis Range Complex Currc~ltl~ 
Neilis serves as an electronic combat training range The estimated cost of this move is $2.7. million 

The DOD recommendarion also includes moving the Real-Time Digitally Controlled .4nnlyzcr Processor (I<EI)( 'AP) 
activity at Buffalo. NY. and the A i r  Force Electronic Warfare Environment Simulator (AFEWES) at I't W o n h ,  'I'S, 
to the (4ir Force Flight Test Center at Edwards AFB. The DOD estimates the cost of' moving / IFEWES R I  $5 8 
rnillion and the cost of moving REDCAP at $ 1  7 million. 

Criticism of the recomnlendations has been swift and vociferous. Skeptics argue that while the recon~rnrndatior~s 
appear to sugyest a coherent and inexpensive plan to consolidate Air  Force open-air EC testing, at Nellis and 
l~ardw~re-in-the-loop (HtTL) testing at Edwards, they are inherently flawed for several reasons -- and rrprcsent ti 

walk to the executioner's block for EC testing. 

To explain what capabilities this plan proposes to move, i t  is important to unders~and wha( fi~nctiorls this equipr~~c~rt 
provides. I n  the Iatc 1980s, the Air Force came under fire for a number of troubled ele~:tr.otlic co~llhnt ( I  :C) 
procurement programs, most notably the ALQ- 1 h 1 A for the B- I R bomber I n  response to s(ich Itrocurclmcnt 
problcms, the [)OD launched the EC Tesr Process, a plan to ensure that R I I  DOD Sysrerr~s Program Oflices test their 
EC systems rigorously throughout their develvpment Congess endorsed ill:? EC Tesl P i.ocess i l l  the E YO4 Natior~ul 
Defense Authorization Act, thereby requiring a n v  EC system under de\~elapnient to meet a n  "a[,pn)priate. rt_yorolls 
and structured test and evaluation regime" before receiving authorization to proceed ro the Icw-r;itr i t i i~ in l  j)~'r)duiIio~l 
stage. The language went on 10 list the types of testing facilities, which included computer simulation find mndt:tin8 
facilities, nieasurement facilities; system integration laboratories, simulated thrcat I l l ' r l .  test f.aciliries, r~itnicly 
REDCAP and AFEWES, installed system test facilities; and open-air ranges such as  tilt: Air  f;nrce's l<hll 't l  

First, critics say that while the concept of m o v i n ~  resources from E~l in  to Nellis does not in itselfthrerrten Air- Forcc 
ECDT&E, t h e  Pur Force can~lot possibly nlove. and then rebcrild the EMTE c.apabilities a1 Nellis fctr the 5 2  7 n~i l l io~~ 
frgurl: subm~tted to the BRACC They argue that $2.2 r~ullion tvoulci only c . ~ \ ~ t . . ~  (he actual rt~ovt? ~tsclf'an(l :VOIII<I 

make no prov~sions to add the cstensivc command and control tkci11r1c.s the crltlcs charge Ncllis wolild rc:q\llrc to 
upgrade tflc t.angc T J . ~ I I I  a [ I  ai~ling facility 10 full ECDT&E capability. 

.Nil)  spoke wi th  MCi Richard Gillis, USAF (ret.), who has arbwed to the BRACC that fhc EMTE slloulti remain t ~ t  

Eglin for several reasons. He has submitted itemized cost data to the BRACC iildicatiny that  the true cost ol'moving 



the EMTE equipment to Nell~s and building the proper facilities for the equipment i s  actually $ I  I million Hc arcyucs 
': that it is less expensive to rnai~itain the current capabilities or'Eglin, wllere the EM'l'tr: coniniar~d ~ n d  control lac11111~s 

already exist 

Previous investigations of DOD ECDT&E consolidation appear to support Gillis's contentic~ns I n  1994, the Donrd of 
Directors (vice-chief's for all the services) studied tlie issue of consolidating all DOD E('[)7'cYLf! According to the 
study, they found that the most capable range in the DOD was the Fh.1-TE nt E8lir1 I t  ;ilso cc)nc:li~dt.d that rhc most 
cost-effective DOD plan for joint EC and munitions test corlsolidatiotl would be to relocate ttic Navy's China I,akc 
and Pt. Mugu, CA, facilities to Eglin. Following that study, the Test find Evaluation Joint Cross Senltccs <;ro,~p, 
which recently studied the IIOD ECDT&E consolid~tion issue for the RRAC'C, reached the same conclr~sion This 
has led many to question why these findings were not part of the current DOD recommendations, and also why thc 
Air Force would want to dismantle the EMTE range, which the DOD twice identified as its most capahlc I:C and 
munitions test range. 

The cost to move the AFEWES and REDCAP resources also appears to be in doubt Soi~rces close to the two 
facilities, citing itemized estimates, contend that i t  would cost $66 7 tnillion to move AFEUFS. r~ther than thc $5 X 
niillion estimated by the DOD BRACC recommendations. and at least $13 8 million to move REIICAP -- not $1 7 
million The sources explained that, From a cost point of view, the . h r  Force estimates would only hold true ~f tt\ere 
were no plans to put the HlTL equipment back into service once i t  was moved out west 

One reason for the discrepancies is that the &r Force allegedly did not request itcmized estimates for moving the 
equipment until affer the DOD reconunendations were made. According to a source familiar with the l>rogrrtni, 
AFEWES contractor Iakheed-Ft. Worth Co (Ft Worth, TX), wris not contnctrrl by  Air Force officials to deterrninc. 
the specific costs of moving AFEWES until March 22, three weeks atler the DOD submitted its BKA('(' 
recommendations Siniilarly, CALSPAN Cot-p. (Buffalo, NY), contractor for REDCAP, was not asked lo pt.ovitlc ti 

similar cost estimate until March 2 1 .  according to industry sources. 

Furthermore, congressional sources indicate that the A r  Force has not identified the cost data that i t  uscd to provide 
the estimates for the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP DOD recomtnendations. l'tley claim t l~a t  if tt~c /\I[ l:c~rcc coht 
data were available, they should have been provided to the BRACC informatior1 libraries 111 both thc I Iousc: ancl rhc 
Senate. They indicate that no breakdown of the EbITE, REDC,4P and A F E b T S  cost estimates cs~sts at thosc. s~tcs 
An April (;overnment Accounting Office report specifically concerned with the DOD recoti~rilrndatio~~s t ~ )  111c 
BRACC finds a similar conclusion regarding many Air Force estimates 

Congressional sources susptc~ous of Air Force intentions also tndicated that under the current BK.A(:(' system, 
riiilitary value and oyerat~onal cost savings are the nlaior criteria by which the DOD recommendations arc judged 
They hrther stated that because of the high priority placed on cost savings ovel. a givt'rl per.iod oI'tir~rc. i t i s  
advantageotis for t h e  Air Force to underestimate the cost of the moves il'it wdnts 1 0  rnsure that  thr i l l (  A( ' ( '  \ + i l l  
accept the recommendations In essence, not only are the up-fiont costs of'a $ 5  8 million move cheaper ttlan ti Sb6 I 
m~ll~on move, but the payback will also occur significantly sooner 

However. the sources went on to say, if the Air Force underestimates the relocation costs ton much. as has beeti 
alleged, then it will either have to "mothball" the equipment indefinitely or identi$ money elsewhere in its budgcr to 
put the equipment back into service. The sources added that given the DOD funding clin~ate, t t~c for rrw optiol~ 
seemed more plausible. 

What makes the "mothball" scenario more likely for the EMTE, REDCAP rind AFEWES equipment, said other. 
sources, is the lack of provision for moving any of the experienced personnel who nrli thc equipnlent. C'onccrning the 
EMTE, the DOD recommendation c~ l l s  for the transfer of 52 government positions, niostly From the 4hlh Test Win3 
at Eglin -- the people responsible for running the EMTE equipment The sources argued that wh~le the posltlons a1.c 
beiny relocated to Nellis, i t  was likely that many of the technicians currently filling those positions w o ~ ~ l d  f i r ~ c I  uthcl. 
assignments at Eglin, since they are given that option. The sources tl-terefore prcdiired that 11lost of tile pok~tions will 

go to Nellis "empty." This brings into question where the h r  Force plans to find the skilled personnel nccessnr\. to 
operate the equipment, since many agree that within the .4ir Force, the current espertise r~eedcd to ruri t l~e EM'] k: 
equipment res~des only at Eglin 
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With regard t o  REDCAP and AFEWES, thc DOD recornmendat inns make no provision to move ally contractor jobs 
, from REDCAP or AFEWES to Edwards, since the B U C C  conccins itself only with governnlent posi~ions 

Operation of both sites relies almost exclusively on a contractor work force This includes approxi~~i~tely 50 
CALSPAN personnel who directly maintain and operate REDCAY m d  100 Lockheed personnel who perform the 
same hnctions for AFEWES Critics argue that the expertise requi1.l. to operate llic eqrripment does 1101 exist 
anywhere else. They also say that the Air Force has not conie forward with any plan to rnove CALSPAN of, 
Lockheed employees to Edwnrds. They say that i f  such a plan existed, i t  shoilld have been discussed with the 
contractors. Currently, no such plan is known to exist 

Further clouding the issue of cost is the uncertainty surrounding the number of systems rhe Air Force plans to 
re]ocste. Wl~ile the DOD recommendations cite 8 closed-loop sinlula~ors. Eglin sources contacted clurinx the rvccnt 
Dixie Crow Syrnposiuni provided a list of 10 systerns slated to move as par1 of tIlc recornrnendaticrns blear~while, 
another source has alleged that 17 systems have been identified following a site visit designated to determine which 
assets are to be removed The same source provided JED with an internal Air Force document, dated March 28, fiorn 
11- .. 46th EC Test Squadron at Eglin The document purports to list the capabilities that are to be I etlioved fr on, Egliri 
These include 

testing of integrated F.C systems such as F- 1 5 TEWS and the US Army's Advanced Thrcat Radar Snrnmc-r lmor 
the Apache 
full radar-warning-receiver (RWR) testing for programs which require h i s h  t hreat densit!,. s ~ ~ c h  ;IS t h C  I.' 1 0 ' s  

ALR-56M and the Navy's ALR-67(V)3&4 Advanced Radar Warning Receiver 
full RF precision direction finding develop~ncnt such as the I ligh-Speed A~itiradintior~ Mihsilc ( I  li\l<M) 
Targeting System and E-3 AWACS electronic support rneRsures 
EC jamming effectiveness testing for programs such as the EF- I I I System Impr~ovcrtlcnr Progranl 
electronic countermeasures (ECM) techniqi~e development for such programs as the AI,()- 1 .I 1. 117. 1811 pod 
optimization and the 8 -52  ALQ- 172 defens~ve avionlcs sulte 
HiTL ECM technique developnient for programs such as the exploitation of S A - 8  surfkce-I(\-air-niissiles nlld 
AC- 130 Gunship ECM development 
ECM tactics development for Combat Talon I1 and MH-53J Pave Low I T 1  electronic warfare suites 
countermeasures effectiveness testing for the Navy and Air Force aircrafl as well a.; cl t~al  1nfraredj'RF decoys 
quick reaction jammer and RWR software reprograrnrning such as C'oronct Quick I ~ n d  I 1  
contingency deployment ECM system verification for aircraft such as AC-  130 A!H and Combat Tallon I arid I I 
radar cross section/chafT bloom measurements for programs sucll Ar National Guard F- 16. C- 130 radar cross 
section and de.fensive avionics assessment program 

The document goes on to say. "We are basically out of any business that requires nlore than nnc emitter of a 
particular type This includes all closed-loop ECM resting, especidly effectiver~ess testing and ECh.1 tc-ctlniquc 
evuluutiun meusuring miss distances gener~ted This is most o f  the  Electronic Cornhut ~csting hcing nci:r)rrlj>\ishcd 
loday." Cf'itics are corbcer'necl that ltlest: Air. Force ECDTgtE testing ~apatrilit~es will be lust ~i'!ht: L)O1) 
recommendat ions are approved 

Finally, critics contend t h ~ t  if the DOD recommendations ure npproved by the BRACC' and President Clinto~l, I ~ I C  

plan would put Conyress In a "Catch 22 " Specttically, a FY95 Senate Appropr~at~nns ('otnni~tlee Keport d~rects t h t  
A i r  Force to study clcctronic networking solutions prior to consolidnting nrly HITL siri~ulatian fncilitics ' 1 .h~  I.CUSOII 

for thc mandate is to cxplorc thc relatively inexpensive possibility of ele~trcjnicall~ linking REDCAP and t\l:I:.WI_S 
to Edwards rather than moving the sites. Similarly, Congress directed the DOD to skrbniit nrl EC rllitster 1)Iitrl f i ) r  
congressional approval before moving any simulation equipment out of Eglin However, thr tirial d ra f t3  o f  thcse 
studies Rre nor due to be presented until after Congress i s  scheduled to vote nn 1l1c t3K/\CC' r cco r~ i r~ l c r~ t l ; i t ~o r i? ;  

Followirlg the DOD recommendations to 1 he BRACC, the committee has unt i l  M:?\* 17 10 ticrir a n v  firg\lmcbnrs 
concerning the DOD recommendation before i t  must present its f ind  ~ I R R  to ~rt :s i~l~~rl t  Clinton ; ~ t \ t i  t.oni(~v\\ on I t l i t  

I Thc President must then ~c .ccpt  or reject the plan i l r  its entirety. 'Tl~e sanlr i h  I I L I V  ~ ( I I  /jas>ayc i l l  ( ' o I ~ ~ I c ~ ~  II. 
Congress is preselited will1 H HR4C:C plan whu~11 ~riclucli*~ Itlr currt-nl rccurrlrrlcndut~orls, [hcri 11 musl ticcrdc whcrhcr 
to rcjcct the entire BK.4C'C '95 proposal or dIo\v the recon~niendatinns tn stand in de f i a~~~; r  of its O W I I  1 1 1 f i r l ~ l ; l l ~ ~  

The potential contllct between the RRACC and congl-essior~al rnwlclu[es is u subject of dcbatc. , h r  Forcc sources clte 



an unnamed congressional staftkr. who assured the service that the mandates wv~tld slill I~ave to be nlet tBven if 
, Congress passed the BRACC '95 legislation. 

However. according to knowledgeable congressional sources contacted by .lEI), i f  Congress is presented with the 
current EMTE, AFEWES ar~d REDCAP recommendations and passes tile BRACC '9 legislation. the legislation 
wotrid take precedence over the mandates, since the BRACC is an actual bill rather than  a committee mandfilc I'hc 
sources also add that it was extremely unlikely that the conflict would cause Congress ro reject the HKACC '95 
legislation, which involves approximately 140 other tnilitary itlstallations besides thc EC' test facilities 

With the congressional mandates in place, the inclusion of the EMTE, AFEWES and REDCAP in the [)Or) 
recommendation took many by surprise Sources indicated that in light of the Test and Evaluation Joint ('ross Szrvlcc 
Group findings the DOD had only been giving serious consideration to consolidating range eqi~ipnient bctwcer~ I';gl~n 
and the Navy's China Lake facility. not Nellis However, sources alle8e that senior elements of t h e  A I ~  1:orct. 
Materiel Command and the Test and Evaluation Directorate implemented their EMTE,  AFELL?iS and Kffl)('!lP 
recommend~tions at the " 1  I t h  hour." Such timing prevented any debate within the ECDTRcE community concerning 
the wisdom of the moves. 

For REDCAP and AFEWES, the April Government Accounting Ofice BRACC repon already cited indicated that 
the two sites did not meet the minimum personnel requirements ofthe DOD base re-al~gnment guidelines and st~ould 
not have been included in the DOD recommendations 

While the events seem confusing, the source of concern for many is that by allegedly failing to sublnit accurate cost 
data in the DOD recommendations and failing to ensure that the EMTE. AFEWES and REDCAP personnel will 

move with the equipment, the Air Force Materiel Command and the Air Force Test and Evaluation Director~~c lia\*e 
not properly ensured that the EMTE. AFEMIES and REDCAP equipment will ever be placed back into service once 
moved Consequently, critics also condemn the negative eH'ect the moves will have on the Air Force F.C 7'esl 
Process. 

Skeptics suggest two reasons why the future of Air Force ECDT&E is in its current situation At hest, the\! say, ttlr 
Air Force decided to irnplen~ent a consolidation of ECDT&E equipment in a partic~~larly careless manner They 
allege that if the plan was to consolidate, it was underfunded, improperly staffed nnd, since the moves were added to 
the DOD recommendations at the I I t h  hour, the chance to debate the plan was never presented to the [)(ID 
ECDTBiE community 

As an aside, sources added that, with only the F-22 conling down the road as a new prc>.granl, the Air Force blight 
Test Center at Edwards AFB is running out of missions for its Benefield Anechoic Facility They added that  movir~g 
EC HlTL testing to Edwards will ensure the need for the facility, tenlporarily. Flowevcr thcy tiIleSe that 1l1e ,%I. I:ol.cc 
plan does not account for who will run the equipment or how i t  will find the money to re-establish I he full 
capabilities of REDCAP and AFEU'ES. 

A t  worst, they sl~ggcst the March 2 DO@ rcc.ommendntions wcrc a deliberate efTc~rt \I\! ccrtairl 1 1 i ~ , l 1 - 1  ~ I I ~ ~ I I ~ ,  c l ~ ~ l ~ c . l ~ t ~  

of the Air Fol.cr: to weaken. if not ki l l ,  key elements of its EC Test Process 

Expnrl~~ding on this st?rorld sccnarin, ctilics st~ggesl t l l ~ l  ~ n l i d  the shrinkins drfcnsc. Ili~tlgt-t, rt~e trattle bt.twet.n ttie 
acquisition arid the testing elements of the h r  Force hns finally surfaced, with tllc acquisition elements In control 
They suggested that the acquisitions camp finds the potentially costly price tag of testing (nnd reretiling) too 
expensivc for their constrained program budgets Thus, System Program Offices (SPOs). especially t t ~e  F:-22. hrwc 
sought to byp~ss c~lrrently mandated EC testing procedures in favor of their own progrnms in nn cfTort lo c11r c o s t c  

Last year, according to congressional sources, Congress requested that the F-22 System Progran~ Office clt.arly 
define in an F-22 Electronic Combat Effectiveness Testing Report, what testing i t  planned to do 81 KEIX'AP and 
AFEWES. This plan, due March 1 ,  had not bccn delivered at press time The sources further allege tt~ar N I ~  ~ O L I I  

REDCAP and AFEWES available to test the F-22 Integrated Electronic Warfare System (INEWS).  ('or~_yress \could 
be hard pressed to find an Air Force facility that could properly test the INEWS against simulated ~ntcgratetl air 
defense systems and missile threats -- leaving the SPO to find a way to test the system itself-. Thc  F-22 Sf'O did not 
respond to JED queries regarding these allegations. 



Critics believe that if REDCAP and AFEWES are relocated to Edwards - -  and are mothballed or lose capabilities dirc 
to the refisons cited above -- developmental EC systems test in^ would likely emphasize more evpcnsive open-air 
testing, since that is the current focus of the Flight Test Center at Edw~rds More iniportilntlv. critics 11r~ttc t h ~ t  rhe 
costs associated with hardware fixes are extremely expensive once testing reaches the open air  ~ ~ h a s c  'l'ticy citc 
current Air Force efforts to fix ALQ- 16 1 A as an example. 

llowever, retired USAF 1.t Gen Howard Leaf, director of Air Force test and c\~al~ration, did asree to ndtlress ..ccr~n~ of 
these allegations. "The Air Force is panicipating in the Base Realignnient and C'1osu1.c (MKAC) process and is 
responding to consolidation recommendations forwarded to the Office of  he Secr,etary of Delknse (OSI))." said [,efif 
in a written response to .//.:I) queries "Equipment and manpower positions that  would be located irnder thc n R A ( '  
recomrnendatione and their receiving locations are being refined during site visits." 

However, Leaf asserted that since "the majority of all Air Force developmental test ~ n d  evnl~ration and n Inr.st! 
portion of its operational test and evaluation are currently conducted at Edwards AFB and Nellis Kange ('omplcx. 
command and control facilities sufficient for test and evaluation exist." Further. Leaf s ~ i d ,  "kliririg of ndditionnl 
personnel and appropriate training will be accomplished if required " 

The DOD recommendations do not violate the intentions of Congress, Leaf said. "The Air Force tins riot moved any 
electronic warfare simulation equipment, and thus has not violated congressional ditxxtion " 

In conclusion, Leaf said. "The Air Force remains strongly comrmtted to the electronic warfare test process and our 
ability ro implement it Costs associated with reactivating needed test and evaluation c~pabilities realigned by the 
BRAC process are borne by the BRAC; these finds are set aside for this purpose only " 

At press time, the executive board of the BRACC was scheduled to meet with GAO ~ n d  DOD officinls to spccificallv 
address test and evaluation issues. It remained unclear whether the issues raised by critics of rhe DOD 
recommendations for EMTE. AFEWES and REDCAP facilities would be heard at that n~ccting. - -  .I. h'rro~,l~,. \  

ATRJ Gets New Manager 

MAJ Glenn J .  Benecke has been named the new assistant project manager fol the [.IS .Army's .Advanced 'l't~rcnr Rfitlitr 

Jammer (ATRJ). Major Renecke replaces Cheryl Meier at the .4rmy's Aviation Elcctrorlic Combat Of l i cc  i n  St 
Louis. Meier is leaving for FI position at the Monsanto Corp 

Major Ucnecke previously served as an assistant professor of phvslcs and research officer at 111c I !S ~ I I ~ I I H I J .  
Ac~dcn~y,  West Point. NY He commanded B Company, 1 -1  3 t h  Aviation Reginlcr~t at Ft Kucker. A l  lie alw, wdk 

an OH-5RD and night vision 6oggle instructor pilot at Ft. Rucker He also has  served In Ger rncrny 

hlrljor Beneke is a graduate of West Point and entered the Army as a second lieutenant in 1980 1 it: ~ 1 1 1  report lo 

COL Roy Oler, project manager for aviation electronic combat - .\'. Hardy 

Last-Minute Switches on IEWCSS Teams 

EW companies vying for a piece of the US Army's intelligence and EUr Common Sensor Systern (IEM'C'SS) prosrarn 
did some last-minute pushing and shoving as the May 14 deadline f b r  bids approached As teams f i n ~ l l y  fell i n t o  
placed. the list of companies which decided not to bid proved almost as interestiny as the roster of confirmetl players 

Now entering its production phase. the IEWCSS is designed to prov~de a common suite of direction-finding ant! 
jamming equipment for CIS Army light and heavy ground combatants. as well as an airborne pack~ge c81,rittd aboard 
an EH-60 helicopter. The suite includes the TACJ.434-A ESM and jamniiny system and the C H A L S - X  target localor, 
both of which are up  for bid as part of the production program. Also on the block is a contract to integr.ttte this 
equipment., as well as an ELmT unit from Condor Systems, into the three target platforms 

Tlie s~lrprising head of the list of EWCSS spcctntnrs is Elcctrospace Svstcms Inc. Electrost~ilsr 15 11it. 11ri:u111t,rr11 (111 
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the program. Con~pany officials, citing corporate policy, declined to colnment Orher industry source!, also c)fTe~ed no 
explanations for Electrospace's decision not to offer a bid. 

Meanwhile. AEL and Lockheed Sanders, teamed in a joint venture for development of the TACJAhl-A eciuipn,ent, 
attempted to make separate deals with Electronics and Space Corp and Loral. respectively. to pursue ot tw porllo11.s 
of the program However, AEL has dropped its outside deal for fear of conflict within the joint venture FrcsIi of't'of 
receiving a $24 9 million increment of a potential $ 5 5  5 million contract (signed dur~lrg the advanced developnwnt 
phase of the program) for six TACJAM-A ESM systems, the venture will pursue tlie TACJAM-rZ portion o f  thc 
program 

Of coursc, some negotiatiol~s have proven more successfbl, and a line u p  of competitors has starled to enlcrge Two 
teams will pursue the integration phase of the program One. led by Magnavox Electronic Systems ('0. arid incl~rdiriy 
Motorola and California Microwave, has added a new panner. AAI Corp. has joined the team to handle the trtiining 
aspects of the deal. This group will oppose a team of Loral and Lockheed Sanders. 

For the TACJAM-A portion, the SanderslAEI, joint venture wilt see competition from Electronics and Spucc ('c.11.p 

and potentially AlliedSignal (the latter company could not be contacted by press time) For the CHA1.S-X. 
incumbent Loral Federal Systems will face off against Electronics and Space Corp.. with AlliedSignal ~gnin 
mentioned as a potential competitor. Loral Federal recently receivcd an $8 9 millioll triodification to a pervioius 
contrtrct for the CHALS-X. 

lndustry sources expect the Army to announce the winners ths  September - ,C lIrn& 

B-2 Radar Test Set Pact Awarded 

Northrop Grumman Corp . prime contractor on the B-2 stealth bomber prograltr, has awarded a $3 R million contract 
In AAI Corp for developmcnt ot'the aircraft's radar test set A separate conlract for system production is t.upec[cd lo 
follow 

The system will test the R-2's position location transponders. Working with the aircraft's radar find the radur ot'c,i\icr 
aircraft, enables air-to-air identitication and navigations in all weather conditions - ,'i. //urdy 

Navy to Test Combat ID Solution this Summer 

The US Navy Space Command will bring a new, situational-aw~reness-based cotnbat identification technologv ro thc 
annual All-Service Combat Identification (ACID) exercise scheduled for August 27-Septenrber 16. 1095. n t  (:amp 
Shelby, MI. Known as Situational Awareness Beacon with Reply (SABER), the UHF-based system relics on both 
GPS/SATCOM links and direct line-of-sight !inks to track the locations of friendly units, preventing fratricide 
through constant, accurate positional updates 

S . U E R  is the first emerying technology confirmed for participation in thc ACID exercise, although tmth [lie I!S 
Army, with its Battlefield Combat Identification System, and the Marine Corps, with its noncooperative VSS-2,  arc 
considering bringing their new systems to Camp Shelby (see this month's cover story on combat ID, p 7 5 ) .  tlcl(l 
annually, the AClD exercise fccds new and existing combat identification systenls into R stuall-scale battle 
demonstration to evaluate both technologies and methodologies. AClD itself' is a specialized test 81.otlp t)ased at 
Eglin AFB, FL, and funded by the Pentagon's Joint Combat Identification Office (JC:IDO) 

While the other services havc invested in direct, platform-to-platform cooperative idctititicfltion systems. the N t i ~ v  
has app~.oached the antifr~tricide problem finm a different nnglc. Ac;ccrrdins ro the Naval  Space ('on~niar~cl's 
Commander Aust~n Boyd, "In the Navy,  when we thtnk fratricide, we lerlrl 1 0  ~ l ~ i r i k ,  pitnicl~lilrly from a shipboard 
point of view, of what's over the horizon and thnt's dill'c?rer~t From the A r m y  perspective nf'cititili tit~lci~lc, \ctlivtr i s  
who is R kilometer to two kilometers in  front ofnic ?. . .Or Ii.oni n n  .Air Force point of viciv, whicl~ is \c.Ilo I Y  ~ ~ I ~ ~ s i t l g  U I I  

me with a tbur to eight hundred-knot closure speed that I havc to make  a missile decision on in n lk\v sccot i~l~ '~"  

In January 1994, the Ofice of the Chief of Naval Operations, Space Systems Division. and (Ire JCIlX) firnded 1 1 i t b  
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ddveloprnent of S A B ~ K ,  which coordrnates over-the-honzon, GYS-sourced ~nformat~on wrfh a local, 2 /..MI 17. 1 1  1 1 .  

. line-of-sight capability Positions are displayed ai~tomatically in existing, C2 systems (TAC-3, soon to be 'f12C-3) 
' using the Joint Military Command Information Systems software (which is evolving into the Glohal Cornmiind and 

Control System standard). SABER beacons report unit positions once every I2 sec, the system network itself can 
update 100 positions every two minutes through a single 5-kHz U H F  SATCOM chwnel 

The Navy developed SABER with shipboard applications in mind, but the cigar-box-sized unit has also provokcct 
interest from the air and yround communities. According to Boyd. SABER recently completed a 
technical/operationaI evaluation at Little Creek Amphibious Base. VA, in which i t  tracked bencons attitched lo tine 
P-3 aircraft, two seaborne vessels and two HlLlOvlWVs over the course of a week Fur the ACID demtlnstrat  on, hc 
continued, the Navy is preparing to deploy about 30 beacons on Aegis cruisers, tanks, Bradley fighting vchiclcs, 
fighter aircraft and possibly a C-130, plus two CZ sites 

One particular "layer" of SABER thar ACLD will explore will be the "Don't Shoot Me" (DSM) net conccpr thc Il;p 
side of units' report in^ position information to a central C2 center. In a DSM net, said Boyd, the C2 sire (linked to n 
weapon system, possibly) could issue the coordinates of an impending strike, for instance. and recluesf tI1ii1 tiny uri i t  nt 
that spot repon back. - Z. Ltrm 

Laser Warning Becomes International Priority 

The success of laser-guided smart weapons during Operation Desert Storm has sparkcd ari interest I I I  [lie 
developnient and acquisition of adequate warning systems Judging from the array of equipment on display at the 
recent IDEX '95 conference in Abu Dhabi, countries around the world have not onjy atterilpted to rilcet tllcir inlcrrinl 
laser-related requirements, but appear ready to export their technologies to willing custonlers 

Most of the better-known laser warning systems corne from NATO co~lr~t ries Examples clt' t hese Warner5 incluclc I hc 
AVR-2 from Hughes Danbury Optical Systems of the US and the Common Opto-Electronic l.ascr I)rtcct~ori Sysr~rn 
(COLDS) from Daimler-Benz Aerospace of Gertnany However, non-NATO countries h ~ v e  also t~cklcd thr prohlcrn 
of combating laser-guided weapons 

For example, Fotona of Slovenia exhibited the LIRD-I and - 1  A laser irradiation detector and warncr systems The 
systems are designed to warn ground vehicle crews of radiation froni pulsed laser. rangefinders or laser 
illuminator/designators The basic LIRD-1 consists of a Detector H e ~ d  Unit and an lrldicator Unit The fbnner 
consists of direct and indirect detection modules which provide 360" coverage Signals picked up  by the dctcc~or are 
passed to the Indicator Unit, which provides an audio warning and displays both the direction o f  [tie iricori~ing 
radiation snd the threat type. 

The LIR@- I A adds automatic discharge of smoke grenades and a slightly modified Indicator Unit to the basic 
package. The timing of smoke grenade launching can be adjusted by the user, from 0 5 to 5 scc after initial dcrcction 
Tlre user illsu Irlay car~ccl s~r~ukt. Jispvrlsing if the: situation warrants. 

According to Bozo Vukas, hmd of marketing and sales for the cornpans (which recently changed its rlnrrlc I'ror~i l u h r c ~  
Electro-Optika), the LIRD 1 and - l A  are particululy well su~ted to 'I--72 nnd 1 -55  tank applrcutlons I hc I ,lI{l)-l!M, 
not on display at the show, otters slm~lar protection t'or surtkce s h ~ p s  

A1 Technique Cvrp uf P.&stm (Pvt) Ltd, also has addressed the protecrion of ranks builr in the former So\~iet t Inion 
Accordinfi to Dr. Badar Suleman, manager of FUD for the company. a US-led enlbnrgo of tectlnology has forccd 
Pakistan to develop an internal development capability to meet ~ t s  defense nccds 'I hc Loscr lhrcrjt Scnsor ( 1  .'I 5) I 
represents one result. ' I  he system operatcs in thc 0 8- to 1 06-pm wavelength and prnv~dt.< 760' nf rovcrntlr W I I ~  15"  

of rcsolutron Elevat~on covers - I S 0  tn 190" The 1.T.C 1 vhfill distingt~ish hetwee~i \'.1\C; 1asc.1 ra~~t;t:lir~Jcr:, i t ~ ~ t l  I ; , I~~I 

designatnrs mnd c.nn operate in conjunc.tion wit11 acoustic ala~~lls, sl~lokt. Berreraturs ar~d "ottter coun[errlreasurcs " 
P~kislar\'s T-69 arid T-59 r i d s  currently use the system, Dr. Suleman said 

Another country thar has battled embargo. South Africa. dso exhibited 3 home-grown lnscr wnrnlny systcm t111111 h i  
Avitronics, the LWS-200 Laser Warning Svstem IS avarlable as a stand-done capah~l~ty o r  can hc p \ ~ r c h ~ . ~ t d  a $  I M I I  

of the company's Multi-Sensor Warn~ng Systcm. T h c  LWS-200 can accnmmodmte. t ~ p  t o six srnsol s for 360" 



detection of both direct and indirect laser emissions The system's analyzer can discri~liirlare alllong dttsignnror. 
beamrider or ranging laser sources for threat identification. The standard configuration covcrs tIbe 0 0- to I 8-jcnl 
range, but extended frequency coverage is available Sensitivity ranges from 20 M'/1n2 at 0 4 pm t o  I4 Win12 nt I 06 
pm Ruby, GaAs, NdYAG and Rarnan Shifted lasers fall within the system's cal)abilitics 

Accordin.8 to sources at Avitronics, the company initially developed the system for t~clicoplers \)cfore expanding thc 
range of ~pplications to include ground vehicles and ships For tanks, the company is inves~igntin~ a tilrret .slcwincq 
capability 

Finally, the Russian Federation exhibited a laser counternieasures sysle~n, called 1l1e Shtol.a- I ,  wli~ch appeared to 
include a laser-warning capability Billed as a "jamming and optical cot~nterrnea~~tres" sysreni, the Stitor R -  I ir~rltlcles 
smoke grenades and an "optronic jammer. " However, system specifications includeit a "ranse of I eceived lnrcr 
radiation" of 0.6 to 1 . 1  pm and "elevation angle degreen of -5" to 425" The system automa~ically disperlses sn~okc 01  

activates the jammer, which operates in the 0 7- to 2.5-pm range Russian reprcscntalivcs nl rhc display were not  
forthcoming with additional details. - S. H m &  

Return to Hgme Pm 



OPERATIONAL IMPACTS 

4 Operational Tests for New or Upgraded 
EW Systems 
- Jammers 

- Threat Receivers 
- Expendables 

4 Tactics Development 

+ Operational Training 

FINANCIAL IMPACT (FY95 $) 

+ OT&E (7 of 10 top priority tests are EC tests) 
- 5 - 6 Additional Deployments per Year 
- $300K per Deployment 
- $1.5 Mil - $1.8 Mil Additional each Year 

+ TD&E (Ramping up new TD&E Flight) 
- Most TD&Es will be EC oriented 
- Approximately 4 Deployments per Year (est) 
- $300+K per Deployment (est) 
- $1.2+ Mil Additional each Year (est) 

+ Potential Hidden Costs 
- Acquisition program schedule slips = $$$$ 
- More dedicated testltactics manpower required 

Page 10 



lncreased Costs 

Increased TDY Costs: $1 .I MNear 

Increased Manpower: 25 Additional People 

Increased Nellis MILCON: $1.8M 

Other Unquantified Costs: 

- Potential lncreased Range Costs 

- lncreased Tanker Use 

-- More Aircraft Operating Hours And Cost 

lam-15 

TDY Cost Assumptions: 

-All  USAFAWC EC tests conducted at Nellis. 
- Instrumented aircraft and maintenance provided by USAFAWC for all tests. 
Manpower: 

- 25 additional manpower slots for maintenance and test personnel. 

Page 15 
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V ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST FACILITIES 

BRAC PROCESS IS NOT THE VEHICLE TO JUDGE 
FEASIBILITY OF CONSOLIDATION OF 
ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST FACILITIES 

DOD NEEDS TO DEVELOP AND EXECUTE THE 
MASTER PLAN OF INTEREST TO AUTHORIZING 
COMMITTEE 

OPPORTUNITY FOR CROSS-SERVICING 
WILL BE LOST IF PLAN NOT DEVELOPED AND 
EXECUTED 

AFEWES , REDCAP AND EGLIN HAVE WORKED 
WELL AND DISMANTLING THEM DOES NOT 
hfAKE SENSE---MINIMAL REDUCTIONS IN 
EXCESS CAPACITY 

EGLIN AND AFEWES REALIGNMENTS NOT COST 
EFFECTIVE WHEN CONSIDERING INCREASED 
BURDEN TO USERS TO MOVE OPERATIONS TO 
WEST 



ELECTRONIC WARFAREIELECTRONIC COMBAT 
CONSOLIDATION HAS BEEN A POLITICAL 
HOTBED FOR YEARS--EAST VS. WEST-- 
SOUTHWEST TEST RANGE COMPLEX HAS BEEN 
FOCES OF THE DEBATE 

ARMY, NAVY AND AIR FORCE TOGETHER 
WITH STRONG OSD LEADERSHIP NEED TO 

THE MOST COST EFFECTIVE 
LUTION THAT MEETS CURRENT AND 

FUTURE TESTING NEEDS, 

AIR FORCE 'RAILROADING' ELECTRONIC 
COMBAT REALIGNMENTS THAT ARE NOT COST 
EFFECTIVE VIA THE BRAC PROCESS IS NOT THE 
ANSWER. 

THE EGLZN AND AFEWES REALIGNMENT 
RECOMMENDATIONS NEED TO BE REJECTED. 
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COBRA REALIGNMENT # I I I A R Y  (COBRA ~5.06) - P.gc 1/2 
D a t a  As O f  22:U 06/16/1995, R e p o r t  C n r t d  22:51 06/16/1995 

Depar tmen t  : USAF 
O p t i o n  Package : AFJ-5 (EC) A L t  1 
S c e n a r i o  F i l e  : C:\COBRA95\CROSS\DBcRC\EGLIYOOl.W w S t d  F c t r s  F i l e  : C : \ ~ ~ ~ U F \ D ~ O \ S T # ~ R V E Y W E W T F I U . S F F  

S t a r t i n g  Year  : 1996  
F i n m i y e a r  :I998 
ROI Year  : Never 

N e t  C o s t s  (SIC) C o n s t a n t  
1996 ---- 

M i  lCon 3,200 
P e r s o n  U) 
O v r r h d  n 
Moving 2 1 6  
M i s s i o  0 
O t h e r  0 

Do1 L a r s  
1997 ---- 
1,m 

-7 
31 

2,202 
0 

1,500 

T o t a l  ----- Beyond ------ 
0 

-36 
47 
0 

3.660 
0 

TOTAL 3,519 

19% ---- 
POSITIONS ELIMINATED 

O f f  0 
En1 0 
C i v  0 
TOT 0 

T o t a l  ----- 

POSITIONS REALIGNED 
O f f  4 
En1 4 
S t u  0 
C i v  
TOT 

Suunary: -------- 
MOVE 17 EMTE S I l U U T a R S  AND EGLIW EC OAR TO WELLIS W L E X  
HOVE PERSONNEL TO EDUARDS 
COWTRACTOR WPWRT TRANSFERS TO NELLIS m L E X  
MAINTAINS 1 2  SYSTEMS AT EGLIW AS SIGNAL SWRCE ONLY 
MOTHBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT EGLIN 

CWUlSSION WODIFIED COBRA. ADDS MILCOW AT NELLIS, MISC REWRRING COSTS FOR 
TANKERS AT WELLIS, P TDY COSTS AT EGLIW. 



COBRA REALIGlllYNT # I I U R Y  (COBRA ~5.08) - Page U 2  
Data As Of 22:44 06/16/1995, Report Created 22:51 06/16/9995 

Deportmnt : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 CEC) A l t  1 
Scenario Fi le  : C: \W%\CROSS\DBCRC\EGLINWl .W 
Std Fctrs Fi le  : C:\COBRA95UF\DOD\STSURVEY\DEWTFIY.SFF 

Costs (So Constant Dollars 
1996 ---- 1997 ---- 

M i  LCon 3,200 1,600 
Person 86 48 
Overhd 73 68 
Moving 228 2,202 
Missio 0 0 
Other 0 1,500 

TOTAL 3,588 5,418 11,525 9,129 

Savings (SIC) Constant Dollars 
1996 ---- 1997 ---- 1998 ---- 

M i  lcon 0 0 0 
Person 56 56 191 
Overhd 0 37 37 
Moving 12 0 30 
Missio 0 0 1,411 
Other 0 0 0 

TOTAL 68 92 1,669 4,457 4,457 4,457 

Total -----  
9,600 

840 
823 

4,414 
30,940 

1,500 

Total -----  
0 

877 
434 
42 

13,849 
0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

156 
167 

0 
7,806 

0 

Beyond - - - - - -  
0 

191 
120 

0 
4,146 

0 



- .  ' .  
INPUT DATA REWRT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  

Data As Of 22:U 06/16/1995, Report Created 22:51 06/16/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Package : AFJ-5 (EC) A l t  1 
Scenario F i  l e  : C: \~%\CROSS\DBCRC\EGLIYWl  .CBR 
Std Fctr8 F i l e  : C : \ m s U 9 5 ~ F \ D ~ \ S T S J R M Y \ D E P O T F I Y . S F F  

INPUT SCREEN OWE - GENERAL SCENARIO 1NFOR)IATION 

Model Year One : FY 1996 

Model does Tim-Phasing o f  ConetructiWShutdour: Yes 

Base Name 
.-a*----- 

EDHARDS, CA 
EGI-IN, FL 
NEI-LIS, NV 

Strategy: --------- 
Realigtwent 
Reali-t 
Reel i g m t  

Sunnery: -------- 
mlVE 17 EMTE SIlllLATORS AND EGLIN EC OAR TO NELLIS COMPLEX 
WOVE PERWINEL TO EDUARDS 
COUTRACTOR SUPPORT TRANSFERS TO NELLIS COMPLEX 
MAINTAINS 12 SYSTEMS AT EGLIN AS SIGNAL SOURCE WLY 
WOTHBALL ANY REMAINING SYSTEMS AT EGLIN 

CO)IWISSIOY II(1DIFIED COBRA. ADDS MILCOY AT NELLIS, MlSC RECURRING COSTS FOR 
TANKERS AT NELLIS, L TDY COSTS AT EGLIN. 

INPIJT SCREEN TW - DISTANCE TABLE 

From Base: ---------- 
EDUARDS, U 
EGLIY, FL 

To Base: - - - - - - - -  
EGLIN, FL 
NELLIS, NV 

Distance: --------- 
2,092 mi 
1,940 mi 

INPUT SCREEN THREE - MOVEMENT TABLE 

Transfers from EWIN, FL t o  EDUARDS, U 

Off icer  Positions: 
Enlisted Positions: 
C i v i l i an  Pos i t ion :  
Student Posi tiona: 
Missn Eqpt (tom): 
Suppt Eqpt (tons): 
M i  li tary LiOht Vehicles: 
Heavy/SpeciaL Vehicles: 

INPUT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE 1NFOR)IATIOY 

Name: EDUARDS, CA 

Total Off icer  Employees: 
Total En1 i s ted  w loyees :  
Total. Student Employees: 
Total C iv i  limn Eaployns: 
M i l  F w i l i e s  L iv ing  On Base: 
C iv i  liuu Not U i l l i n g  To Clove: 
Off icer Housing Uni ts Avail: 
Enl is ted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facil i t in(KSF): 
Off icer VHA ($/Month): 
En1 is ted  VHA (S/Month): 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi la): 

RPllA Non-Payroll (WYear): 
Coaarmications ( W Y u r ) :  
BOS Yon-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
BOS Payrol l  (WYur): 
F u i l y  Housing (WYur): 
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAWWS In-Pat ($/Visit):  
CHAWWS Out-Pat (S/Visit): 
CHAllWs Sh i f t  t o  Medicare: 
Ac t i v i t y  Code: 

Horaaonar Asa ia tv re  Program: 
Unique Ac t i v i t y  Informt ion:  



lNWT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~5.08) - Page 2 
Data As O f  U:44 06/16/1995, Report Created U:51 06/16/1995 

Department :USAF 
Option Peckage : AFJ-5 (EC) A l t  1 
Scenario F i le  : C:\WEiRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\ECLINWl.~ 
Std F c t n  F i le  x C ~ \ ~ % U F \ D m \ s T P I V E Y \ O E W T F I Y . s F F  

IUWT SCREEN FOUR - STATIC BASE lNFORMATlOY 

Name: EGLIN, FL 

Total Officer EqAoynr: 
Total E n l i a t d  E.ployeea: 
Total Student Emplay...: 
Total Civi lirn Erploy-: 
M i l  Fmi l ies  Living On Base: 
Civi l ians Not U i l l i ng  To Move: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 
Enlisted Housing Units Avail: 
Total Base Facilities(KSF): 
Officer VHA ($/Month): 
Enlisted VHA ($/Month): 
Per Diem Rate (S/Day): 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/MiLe): 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

R W  Hon-Payroll ( W e a r ) :  
C o m m i a t i o n  ( W e a r ) :  
BOS Yon-Payrol 1 (Wmr): 
BOS Payroll (%/Year): 
F w i  Ly Housing ( W e a r ) :  
Area Cost Factor: 
CHAlWIS In-Pat ($/Visit): 
CHAlWIS Out-Pat <$/Visit): 
C W S  Shif t  to Medicare: 
Act iv i ty  Code: 

Hauawwr Assistnce Program: 
Unique Act iv i ty Inforut ion: 

Total Officer Employees: 891 RPMA Won-Payroll (WYeer): 
Total Enlisted Employees: 6,317 Co~arnicatiorrs ( W e a r ) :  
Total Student Enployeea: 0 B05 Yon-Payroll (%/Year): 
Total C iv i l ian Employees: 1.064 BOS Payroll (WYear): 
M i l F s ~ i l i e a L i v i n g m B a s e :  25.0% FomilyHousing(tWTear): 
Civilienc Not Mi l l ing To Clove: 10.0% Area Coct Factor: 
Officer Housing Units Avail: 0 C W S I n - P a t  (S/Visit): 
Enlisted Housiw Units Avail: 0 CHAnwS Out-Pat ($/Visit): 
Total Ewe Facilitiro(KSF): 6,201 CHAIW)8 Shif t  to  M i ca re :  
Officer VHA (S/Wonth): 303 Act iv i ty Code: 
Enlistad VHA ($/Month): 187 
Per Diem Rate ($/Day): 107 H-r Assirtame Program: 
Freight Cost (S/Ton/Mi la): 0.07 Uniqua Act iv i ty  Inforrstion: 

INWT SCREEN FIVE - D Y W I C  BASE INFORlUTIOIl 

M a :  EOUARDS, CA 

1-Time Unique Cast (SK): 
1-Time Unique Save (SK): 
1-Tim Moving Cost (SKI: 
1-Tim Moving Save (%I: 
Env Yon-Mi [Con Reqd(SK): 
Activ Mission Cost (S): 
Activ Mission Save (Uo: 
Mioc Recurring Cost(%): 
Hisc Recurring Save(%): 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SIC): 
Construction Schedule(X): 
Shutdovr Schedule ( X ) :  
M i  lCon Cost Avoidnc(SK) : 
Fom Housing Avoidnc(%): 
Procurement Avoidnc(%): 
CHAMPUS In-Petiants/Yr: 
CHAMPllS Out-Patients/Yr: 
Facil ShutDoun(KSF): 

1007 1998 1999 2000 --- - ---- - - - -  - - - -  
1,500 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX m ox ox 
OX ox OX OX 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fomily Housing ShutDoun: 

Yea 
No 



INPUT DATA REPORT (m ~5.08) - Pa!# 3 
Data As O f  22:U 06/16/1995, Report Created Z:51 06/16/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option P ~ c ~ o o .  : AFJ-5 (EC) A l t  1 
scenario F i  18 : C:\cOBRA%\CROSSWBCRC\EGLINWl .a w Std Fctrs F i le  : C:\tOORA95UF\DCO\ST#IRVEY\DEWTFINYSFF 

INPUT SCREEN FIVE - DYNAMIC BASE INFORHATIW 

Name: EGLIN, FL 
1 996 - - - -  

1-Time Unigrc Cost (SK): 0 
1-Time Unique Save (SKI: 0 
1-Time Moving Cost (%): 0 
(-Time Moving Save (SK): 0 
Env Yon-Mi [Con Reqd(SK): 0 
Activ Hission Coat (SO: 0 
Activ Mission Save (SK): 0 
Miec Recurring Coat(=): 0 
Mirc Recurring &ve(SK): 0 
Land (+Buy/-Sales) (SKI: 0 
Con8truction Schedule(%): OX 
Shutdom S c h d l e  (X): OX 
MiLCon Cost Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Fen Housing Avoidnc(SK): 0 
Procuremant Avoidnc(SK): 0 
C W S  In-Patirnts/Yr: 0 
C H M S  Out-Patirntsnr: 0 
Faci 1 ShutDon(KSF) : 0 

Name: NELLIS, NV 

1-Time Unique Coet ( 
1-Tim Unique save ( 
1-Time Moving Cost ( 
1-Tim Moving Save ( 
Env Yon-MiLCon R@( 
Activ Mission Coet ( 
Activ Mission Save ( 
Misc Recurring Cost( 
Misc Recurring Save( 
Lend (+Buy/-sales) ( 
Construction Schadul 
Shutdovr Schedule ( X  
ni lcon cost Avoidnc( 
Fun Housing Avoidnc( 
Procuruaent Avoidnc( 
CHAMPUS In-Patients/ 
CHAMPUS Out-Patients 
Facil S~U~DOY~CKSF): 

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

2,201 1 , w  0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 6,000 6,000 6,000 
0 1,411 4,146 4,146 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX 0% OX 0% 
OX 0% 0% 0% 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Fani l y  Housing ShutDon: 

1997 1998 1999 2000 ---- ---- ---- ---- 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 1,522 1,806 1,806 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
OX OX ox ox 
OX 0% OX ox 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 

Perc Funily Housing ShutDoul: 

INPUT SCREEN SEVEN - BASE MILITARY COllSTRUCTlOY INFORlUTIOLl 

Nemc: NELLIS, NV 

Description Categ New nilcon Rehab MilCon Total CostCSK) ------------ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  - -* - - - - - - - - -  - - - - - - - - - - - - - *  

SIMULATORS OTHER 0 0 9,600 



INPUT DATA REPORT (COBRA ~ 5 . 0 8 )  - Page 4 
Data A. O f  22:44 06/16/1995, Report Cruted 2251 06/16/1995 

Deportment : USAF 
Option Pack- : AFJ-5 (EC) A l t  1 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN ONE - PERSONNEL 

Percent Officers Married: 76.80% Civ Early Retire Pay Factor: 9.00% 
Percent En1 istad Mrrid: 66.90% Pr io r i t y  P l a c m t  Service: 60.00% 
Enl, i s t d  Housing M i  lCon: 80.00% PPS Actions Involving PCS: 50.00% 
Officer S.lary(YYur): 78,668.00 Civi l ian PCS Casts ($1: 28,800.00 
Off BAQ with D.pndmts0): 7,073.00 Civi l ion New Hire Cost($): 4,000.00 
Enlistad Salary(S/Ywr): 36,148.00 Nat Win Home Price($): 114,600.00 
En1 BAP with Dependents($): 5,162.00 Home Sale Reipkrrse Rate: 10.00% 
Avg Uneaploy Cost(S/Unk): 174.00 Max Hoaw Sale Reidws(S): 22,385.00 
Unmploylaent Eligibility(Ueeks): 18 Home Purch Reiakrrse Rate: 5.00% 
Civi 1 ian Salary<S/Yeer): 46,642.00 Max Hoar Purch Reillbws(S): 11,191.00 
Civi 1 ian Turnover Rate: 15.00% Civi l ian Horewning Rate: 64.00% 
Civ i l ian Early Retire Rate: 10.00% HAP Hoar VaLw Reisburs8 Rate: 22.90% 
Civ i l ian Regular Retire Rate: 5.00% HAP HaaPhavwr Receiving Rate: 5.00% 
Civ i l ian R I F  Pay Factor: 39.00% RSE Hone Value Relllbune Rate: 0.00% 
SF F i le  D m :  Final Factors USE Homeomer Receiviw Rate: 0.00% 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN TUO - FACILITIES 

RPlU Building SF Coat Index: 0.93 
BOS Index (RPWA vs population): 0.54 

(Indices are used as exponents) 
ProgriYl nenegeacnt Factor: 10.00% 
Caretaker A&in(SF/Care) : 162.00 
Mothball Cost ($/SF): 1.25 
AvgI)achelorOrurters(SF): 256.00 
Avg Family Qrurters(SF): 1,320.00 
APPDET.RPT In f la t ion Rates: 
1996: 0.00% 1997: 2.90% 1998: 3.00% 

Rehab vs. Y.u MiLCon Coat: 
1 nfo Manogament Accwnt: 
MiLCon Design Rate: 
MiLCon SlOH Rate: 
MiLCon C o n t i m y  Plan Rate: 
Milcon Site Preparation Rate: 
Discwnt R ~ t e  for WV.RPT/ROI : 
Inf lat ion Rate for YPV.RPT/ROI: 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN THREE - TRANSPORTATION 

Uaterial/Assianed Person(Lb): 710 Equip Puk  L Crate(S/Ton): 284.00 
HHG Per O f f  F v i l y  (Lb): 14,500.00 M i l  Light VlicleOSflile): 0.43 
HHG Per En1 Fsllily (Lb): 9,000.00 Heavy/Spec Vlicle(S/Wile): 1.40 
HHG Per M i l  Single (Lb): 6,400.00 WV Reiabursmt(S/Mile): 0.18 
HHG Per Civ i l ian (Lb): 18,000.00 Avg M i l  Tow Length (Years): 4.10 
Total HHG Cost ($/100Lb): 35.00 Rwtine PCS(S/Pers/Tour): 6,437.00 
A i r  Transport (S/Parn Mile): 0.20 One-Tim O f f  PCS Caat(S): 9,142.00 
M i =  Exp ($/Direct Enploy): 700.00 One-Tim En1 PCS Cost($): 5,761.00 

STANDARD FACTORS SCREEN FWR - MILITARY CONSTRUCTIOW 

Category -------- 
Horizontal 
Uaterf ront 
A i r  Operations 
Operat ional 
Administrative 
School Bui ldings 
Ma in te rne  Shops 
Bachelor Quarters 
Fami 1 y Quarters 
Covered Storage 
Dining Fac i l i t ies  
Recreetion Faci L i  t i es  
Ca~arnicatiors Faci L 
Shipyard Maintenance 
RDT L E Fac i l i t ies  
POL Storage 
Ammit ion Storage 
Medical Fac i l i t ies  
Envi rormental 

U( - - 
(SY) 
(LF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(€A) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
(EL) 
(SF) 
(SF) 
( ) 

optionrl Catrgory B 
Optional Cateaory C 
Optional Ca tGry  D 
Optional k tesorv  E 
*t ima1 cat&* F 
Optional Category G 
Optional Category H 
Optional Category I 
Optional Category J 
Optional Category K 
Optional Category L 
Optimal Category M 
Optional Catrgory N 
Optional Category 0 
Optional Category P 
Optional Category Q 
Optional Category R 

UI - - s / u  -.-- 
(SF) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 
( ) 0 
( ) 0 
( 1 0 
( 1 0 



+ d 7  . 
INWT DATA REFQRT (COBRA 6.08) - P.08 5 

Data As O f  22:44 06/16/1995, Report Created 2251 06/16/1995 

Department : USAF 
Option Packow : AFJ-5 (EC) A L t  1 
Scenario F i  Le : C:\COBRA%\CROSS\DBCRC\EGLINOOl .CM 

1((11 Std Fctrs F i l e  : C: \~%UF\WD\STSURVEY\DEPOTF1NYSFF 

EXPUYATORY MOTES (INPUT SCREEN NINE) 

1. Add S9.m in H i  lCon a t  NeLLis AFB for S iu l r tors .  

2. Added S1.M in ac t i v i i t y  mission recurring coets for tanker casts a t  

3. Added %.OW for  additional TDY costs at EgLin AFB to  go to  NeLLis for 

tests. 



oc~uilieiit Separator 
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Mr. Parker C. Horner I 
Chief. Resources Divis~on 

Alr Force Test and Evaluauon 

HQ U S A F m R  (703) 6936597 
1650 Au Form Pefltagon DSN 2236597 

Date: &//3/% I Cover + 15 Pages 

1 Trensmrt to: h&a I 



A Ffl-ll-Z 
L USAF Concern, I 

Recommendations Are All Still Under 
Review -- Very Political Process -- Further 
Refinements Possible 

Manpower Savings at UTTR Are R Under eview 

D I L C O N  Requirements at AFFTC and 
Nellis AFB, NV Complex Still Under Review 



FOR OFF1 L USE ONLY 

CIIANGES: 

- AFnC AND CHINA LAKE NOW TIED 
- NARROWED SPREAD AMONG TOP SIX 
- DID NOT OTliERWISE CBANGE POSITIONS 

Largest Change, original to final "RM": -6% (Pax) 
Largest Change, interim to final "Rnl": -8% (Pax) 

111 

ELECTRONIC COMBAT 

SITE 

AFDTC-EGLIN 

NAWCWPNS-PT MUCU 

NAWCAD-PATUXENT 

I I I  

OItIG 
FV SCORE 

65 

58 

53 

AFFTC-EDWARDS AFB 

NAWC-CIIINA LAKE & WSM 50 (-4 9J1 

INTERIM 
SCORE 

63 

59 

54 

USA EPG 

IIOLLOMAN AFB 

AFEWES-EGLIN AFB 

NSWCCB-CIUNE 

RDCAP-EGLIN 

RM* 
FV SCORE 

62 

57 

50 - 

47 

29 

17 

17 

15 

47 

30 

17 

17 

15 

48 

30 

17 

17 

15 UReas~nable-man" 
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CONSOLIDATION OF ELECTRONIC COMBAT TEST AND EVALUATION FACILITIES 

'w The committee recognizes the need for consolidating test and evaluation facilities, 
organizations. and resources in order to reduce infrastructure costs. The committee believes, 
however. that facilities should only be consolidated based on a master plan for future required 
electronic combat test capabilities. 

Therefore. the committee directs the Secretary of Defense to develop a master plan for future 
consolidations of DoD-wide electronic combat test and e\raluation assets. This master plan shall 
provide a statement of required electronic combat capabilities and a road map for consolidation of 
these activities. Because of its disappointment with the Department's response to last year's request 
for a master plan, the committee further directs that no fiscal year 1996 or prior year funds be used 
for transferring or consolidating electronic combat test and evaluation assets until this master plan 
is received and approved by the congressional defense committees. 
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Joa J. Harrison 
4 E l  kuood Court 

Sha l imr ,  Florida 32579 

May 2,  1995 

Dear Mr. Owsley: 

You do not know me; however, we have numerous mutual 
acquaintances, I retired from the Air Force in 1982 and have 
remained active in EC testing. My total experience in EC tes : t ing 
goes back  t o  the late 1960s and covers every major f a c i 1 i t . y  in the 
nation. 

Current DOD actions initiated by the Air Force, primarily 
AFMC, are based largely on interests other than EC. Many on the 
senior staff lack a detailed knowledge of h o w  tests are c o n d u c t e d  
and what d a t a  is needed. Durinq DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM wc 
spent hundreds of hours optimizing both receiver and jammer 
settings using Eglin site A - 3 0 .  Going back  twenty years, T was 
here assigned to Hq SAC, optimizing ALT-28s in B-52s for 
LINEBACKER. Had w e  relied on  Western data at that time, the B-52s 
would not have jammed the SA-2 Target Tracking Radars. 

_ 'Fortunately, there were some strong willed individuals who fought 
J them and won, saving numerous aircraft and crews. 

Eglin has major weaknesses and so does t h e  AFEWES and REDCAP. 
However, when compared to the competition, they are the best. 'l'he 
key resource is knowledgeable people. The Air Warfare Centcr  has, 
by far, the most skilled EC test engineers and AFDTC has a small 
group of range engineers who have a proven record of building good  
range facilities at rock bottom costs. These groups, working 
together, comprise the superior EC testing group in the world. 

A t  a time when dollars are extremely hard to find, why arc we 
building new support facilities? The ECIT will have little? to 
offer which the PRIMES does not have today (except size), and the 
Navy has much the same in Maryland. Why not take a11 of these 
service test facilities and make them purple suit with one boss who 
can divide the dollars so as to maximize capability and minimize 
duplication? The competition for test facility control has been 
fierce for 25 years. One solution would be to closc everything and 
move the whole business to North Dakota. Seriously, people may die 
and conflicts may be won or lost based on these decisions. PI n a s e ,  
think long before dismantling proven capabi1i t .y -- ever] if it is 
less than optimum. We all lost friends in s o u t - h e a s t  Asia w h o  
s h ~ u l d  be here with us today. The value of one l i f c  is beyond 
measure. 



- The following seventeen pages were prepared by engineers on 
base and edited by two r e t i r ed  o f f i c e r s  workinq a s  s u p p o r t  

w contractors. I have read it and can tell you t h a t  t h e  information 
contained i n  it is accurate. You may f i n d  it interesting. 

Respectfully, 

Joe J. Harrison 



DEPT : BLDG/RM - - %.. 

J o e  H a r r i s o n  
FROM : PHONE: (904) 862-6229 

FAX NO: ( 9 0 4 )  862-6879 

fiKJMBER OF PAGES TO FOLLOW: 19 

COMMENTS : 



The Air Foroe action, through the Base ~ealignment and Closure 
commission (BRACC),  to remove EC testing from Eglin could bc a 
case of fraud, Waste, and abuse. The cumulative cost increase to w the air Force cxaeeds $ 5 0 0  million dollars in PY95 constant 
aollars over 20 years. The inorease aost  of EC testing in the 
West and the loat capabilities in the planned consolidation of 
Air Force EC test facilities will inevitably result in less 
testing and increased risks to Warfighters and weapon system 
development. The cost to the aircrews in peacetime and in combat 
will only become apparent too late to correct the error. The 
probable increased combat losses to warriors and equipment oannot 
be estimated here, but any increase is too much and inexcusable. 
Rignificant program development costa have been omitted. These 
omissions appear to be intentional so that a predetarmined 

. Aecieion by key Air Foroe officials can be justified by erroneous 
data. To avoid this costly error, the EMTE move must be stopped 
and full funding restored to continue maintenance, operation, and 
modernization of the EMTE. Without this funding, Air Forcc 
readiness can be gravely degraded. 

The Air Force submittal to the BRACC has cost estimates for a 
one-time c o s t  to implement the Electromagnetic Test ~ n v i r o n m e n t  
(EMTE) relocation to r ell is ~ i r  Force Base ( A F B )  at $2.2 million, 
an implementation savings of 6 million, an8 a recurring 
savings after implementation of $2.6 million per year. The 
estimated return on investment over 20 years is stated to be 
$31.4 million ( F Y 9 5  constant dollars) . These BRACC cost 
submissions have serious omissions and lack reality. The 
submission addresses moving eight EMTE ground-based systems and 

JdYYl two airborne systems. The eight systems in the BRACC submission 
were only Ittypf cal  system^'^. The actual eight were not 
identified at the time. 

Reality is military construction costs for the non-transportable 
systemsf new buildings for the EMTE move is $4.5 million. Other 
oonstruction costs for transportable systems is another $1.3 
million. Estimated costs for tear-down, move, and set-up is 
another $7 million. The nonrecurring, cumulative implementation 
cost of $12.8 million reflects an error in the BRACC submission 
of over $10.6 million. Even using the $6.3 million 
implementation savings indicated in the BRACC submission, a 
deficit of $4.6 million still results. No cost savings can 
accrue from the EMTE move. 

The stated cost savings in the BRACC submission does not 
oosrectly portray the recurring cost outlay for the future 
operation and maintenanoe of the systems. ( T h e  Electronic Combat 
(EC) Process Action Team (PAT)  was appointed by Air Force 



~aterial Command (AFMC) to study, over several months, the 
feasibility of moving Eglints EC capability West and proviaing 
recommendations to senior ~ i r  Force officials. The annual 
recurring costs, estimated by the EC PAT, were approximately $3 
million to Operate and maintain only eight of the EMTE systems in 
the West. The annual $ 2 . 6  million savings quoted in the BRACC 
submission appears to represent only the deletion of the EMTE 
funding required to annually operate and maintain the entire 
EMTE. It Would appear that t h e  entire EMTE can be operated and 
maintained for about the same cost as only eight systems in the 
West. Therefore, the $31.4 million savings estimated in the 
BRACC submission may actually be a significant cost increase 
depending on the assumptions. 

When other cost factors are inclucled, the cost of the EMTE move 
becomes prohibitive. The BElACC Air Force submistsion pro j ected 
the annual savings for 20 years. ~rojecting the cost increase 
per typical EC test mission in the West for 20 years yields a 
cost increase of $468 million in FY95 constant dollars. By 
closing the EMTE to EC testing, the addett 20 year cost for tanker 
support is $72 million, prime contractor support is $80 million, 
and keeping China Lake instead of the EMTE is $50 million. Not 
included here are the added costs of simulator development, Air 
warfare Center (AWC) and A i r  Forae Special Operation Command 
IAFSOC) deployments, and increased operation and maintenance 
costs in the West. 

These omissions were discussed in EC PAT meetings with users, but 
were still omitted. one can only wonder if these omissions were 
intentional to skew the cost and impacts in favor of the move. 
Further activities that support this theory are the activities by 
the same people who caused the omissions. Additional EMTE 
systems are now being added t o  the  move West. The current number 
of EMTE systems being identified to move is 17. The people 
behind this are in AFMC and apparently have little regard for 
either of AWC and AF80C mi99i0n requirements or added costs 
burdens. There is ample evidence that some key AFMC personnel 
are consciously withholding critical data from senior officials 
to get bad decisions that will benefit special interests. 

The Air Force action, through the BRACC, to remove EC testing 
from Eglin could be a case of fraud, waste, and abuse. The 
cumulative cost increase to the Air Force exceeds $500 nillion 
dollars in FY95 constant dollars over 20 years. The increase 
cost of EC testing in the West and the lost capabilities in the 
planned aonsoliaation of Air Force EC test facilities will 
inevitably result in less testing and inoreased risks. The cost 
to the aircrews in peacetime and in combat will only become 



apparent too late to correat the error. The probable increased 
combat losses to warriors and equipment cannot be estimated here, 
but any increase is too muah and inexcusable. To avoid this 
aostly error, the EMTE move must be stoppea ana full funding 
restored to continue maintenanoe, operation, and moaernization of 
the EMTE. Without this funding, ~ i r  Force readiness con be 
gravely degraded. 

The following disaussion addresses questions and answers to flaws 
in the BRACC submission ahalytiaal process. 

I. What is the added cost to the EC program offices to support 
tests in the West? What is the added cost to support this work 
load or the revised workload increase estimate? How many 
missions would be flown at Eglin AFB? 

Answer: A t  one time, the EC PAT identified an additional 900 
missions per year to support the added work test load in the West 
at an additional $26,000 minimum per mission added cost for the 
F-15 TEWS. ~ssuming this increase applied to the typical test in 
the West (some will be higher or lower), the total cost increase 
could be $23,400,000 per year for $468 million over 20 years. 

2. What is the cost of the additional tanker support p e r  
mission? 

Answer: A conservative estimate for flight testing jets is $1000 
per engine. A tanker has four engines. Then $4000 times 900 
missions is $3.6 million or $72 million over 20 years. 

3. How much more will program office prime contractor support 
costs increase due to delays in testing in the West? 

Answer: A conservative estimate for prime Contractor support is 
$~OO,OOO per person per year. A test initially requiring 14 
missions but obtaining a 50% non-productivity rate becomes a 21 
mission test. Out West, it is not unusual to fly once pe.r week 
and not receive data until six months later. That would mean 
paying the Prime Contractor ior about 3/4s of a year or $75,000 
per person. For the same test at Eglin, the missions would be 
completed in 21 weeks. Data would be provided in an additional 
four weeks.   his 25 weeks equates to about half a year which 
would result in $50,000 per person p z r  test. The difference of 
$25,000 per Prime Contractor per test times f-our persons per 
contractor test team is $100,000 per test. From above, take 900 
missions and divide by 21 missions per test yialds about 40 tests 
total per year. Then 40 multiplied by $100,000 is $4,000,000 



more per year in Prime Contractor costs or $80 million over 20 
years. 

4 .  What will be the cost to bring the Western test ranges up to 
EMTE standards? 

Answerr undetermined, but it will not be cheap. It will involve 
infrastructure investments, military construction  project^, 
better Time-Space-Position Information ( T S P I )  and 
instrumentation. Senior Air Force officials' statements that 
they are equivalent or better is unsubstantiated. Users indicate 
severe inadequacies in supporting tests in the West. A key point 
here is that more systems on an open-air range does not makc it 
better, but it does make it more expensive to operate and 
maintain. Linking facilities and virtual reality are ncw 
technologies which promise to make large open-air flight test 
ranges obsolete. When this happens, the EMTE becomes t h e  range 
of choice from a technical and cost perspective. MosL flight 
test secure testing could be performed in aircraft slzed anechoic 
chambers. 

5 .  What is the cost of added resources and infrastructure to t h e  
West to support EC testing? 

Answer: Undetermined, but it will not be cheap. Most, if not 
all, investments in the West will cost more than at ~ q l i n  due in 
part to regional economies. 

Y) 6. When was the Air Force BRACC estimate prepared and by whom? 

Answer: The best knowledge available indicates it was done after 
both the Board of Directors (BOD) and EC PAT failed to justify a 
cost savings to move Eglinfs EC test capability West. It a p p e a r s  
that there are people who will keep restudying these issues until 
they get the answer they want. These recurring studies impugn 
the integrity of the BRACC process by the Air Force's leadership 
because it is this misled leadership that has direct-cd, 
participated in, and sponsored the BRACC submission. The UOU and 
the EC PAT findings were supposed to be correct and beyond 
reproach. The BFlACC submission is different enough to c a s t  a 
shadow of a cover up and/or incompetence somewhere in the 
process. 

7 .  What is the added cost to accomplish the same test in the 
West as on the EMTE due to the added inefficiencies of testing in 
the West? 



Answer: Answers to questions 1 and 3 above are approximations 
that incorporate only the higher cost for labor and resources and w data processing lags while assuming equally efficient conduct of' 
the missions. Testing EC in the West is not as efficient as 
testing EC at Eglin. A likely scenario is after the six months 
wait for data, the tester finds part-to-all of the test data is 
unusable. The options are more testing or inconclusive rcsults. 
That yields either increased test costs or wasted money. Testers 
have come to Eglin to collect the data they were unable to in the 
West. where will they go now? 

8 .  What is the cost and impact to the warfighter? 

Answer: Loss of life or equipment (aircraft), capture (POWS)  , or 
' mission failure are the most serious. Other costs and impacts to 
the warfighter include: increased test costs, less training time 
available because of increased inefficiencies in testing, loss of 
surge capabilities, loss of AFSOC security for deployments to 
hostile areas, and less certainty of the outcome in combat. 

9 .  How many of the Air Combat Command's (ACC) AWC, AFSOC, and 
Air Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC) 
personnel currently located at Eglin AFB will eventually move 
West to support EC testing there? How much will that cost? 

Answer: The ~ i r  Force would have you believe little-to-none. 
Faced with the cost increases cited above, what alternative is 
.there but to move large segments of the AWC and AFSOC to the 
West? The costs will probably include a Military Construction 
Project (MCP) as a minimum. There remains the question of how 
many key civilians will not transfer. 

I do not bel ieve  t h e  BRACC cost justification to move EC West 
fully considered questions such those mentioned above. 

Other inadequately considered factors are: 

1. If EglinJs EC systems move, what EC testing would remaln and 
would it be able to support the AWC a n d  AFSOC? 

Answer: The move would mean that Eglin could no longer support 
the EC needs of the AWC and AFSOC. It would adversely impact 
their capability to support contingencies, increase their costs 
and schedules to test and train, result in lost combat capability 
in response time, and reduce surge capabilities and security. 

2. What useful data was (and was not) made available to testers 
at Eglin and out West during Desert Shield/Storm? 

5 



Answer: Eglin was able to supply most of the test d a t a  rcquircd 
p r i o r  to Desert Storm. AFSOC personnel have said privately that 

(IJ they did not  get their western test data until after t he  war. 

3. What new threat systems became available at Eglin and in the 
West, during Desert shield, were instrumented, used, and produced 
available and usable data for EC testing prior to Desert Storm? 

Answer: ~ g l i n  acquired two new threat systems durinq Desert 
Shield and had them fully instrumented and producing data prior 
to the war. One of these threats was available in the West 
and to the best of our knowledge is still not usable to s u p p o r t  
DT&E t e s t i n g .  

4 .  Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that shows how the Air 
Force plans to de-conflict issues dealing with air space, 
facilities, frequencies (and frequency interference) for both 
testing and training i n  the West? 

Answer: Do not know of any. It probably exists as verbal 
responses that are of the "trust me" by Western f o l k s .  

5. Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that identifies t h e  
impact of increased testing in the West? Can the existing 
facilities absorb the increased workload? 

Answer: Do not know of any thorough analysis. The Air Force may 
say the EC PAT or BOD study did it, but they dici not.. The 
analysis was a "trust me'' by the Western folks. 

6. Where is the Air Force BRACC analysis that considcrs the 
cost, advantages, and disadvantages of moving Western LC test 
facilities to Eglin? 

Answer: The BOD study showed the Department of Defense (UoIl) 
could save $50 million by consolidating China Lake at Eglin. It 
did not address consolidating  elli is Complex assets at Eglin or 
China Lake. 

7. Where is the Joint Service BRACC analysis for consolidating 
EC testing? 

Answer: The BOD study showed the DOD could save $50 mi 1.1 i o r ~  by 
consolidating China Lake at E g l i n .  It did not address 
consolidating Nellis Complex assets at Eglin or China Lake. A 
later inter-servicing study that was initiated under BRACC by 
Navy proponents was indicating similar results. It showed t h a t  



Eglin's EC test capability was superior to China Lake's in 
capacity, technical capability, and was more cost e f f e c t i v e .  w 
8. Where is the long term environmental impact study to support 
the decision to move EC testing West? 

Answer: Do not think there is one, but the Western ranges 
consist of large sections of privately owned land and are subject 
to reclamation th rough  unfriendly environmental lawsuits by the 
owners or o t h e r  parties. Eglin owns its land t e s t  areas. 

9 .  The EC PAT prepared the P-Plan that stated Eglin's EC labor 
positions and responsibilities would be transferred to Edwards 
AFB. What evidence was provided to the BRACC that the Air Force 
EC testing needs can be better served by relocating Eglin's EC 
test positions and responsibilities at Edwards AFB? 

Answer: None known. The Eglin EC move to Edwards AFB is to save 
Edwards. There is no other viable reason. T h c  Edwards test 
expertise in EC testing is minimal while the EC personnel a t  
Eglin can test at the collected EMTE, the Edwards EC tests will 
have to travel to either China Lake or Nellis t o  do t h e i r  
open-air range EC testing. This is a significant loss in test 
efficiency and increases test travel costs. 

10, Why has the Air Force continued to actively pursue closing 
the EMTE in direct violation of congressional direction a n d  
.intent to the contrary? - 

YJI w e :  ~enior AFMC officials have been heard to say that it is 
to save Edwards AFB. The projected Edwards AFB -workload is 
declining. 

11. What Air Force studies have been done in the past year that 
support or do not support the Air F o r c e ' s  decision to consolidate 
EC testing in the West? 

Answer: The BOD study, the EC PAT, and the Air Force BRACC input 
study. The first two did not justify the move. The third is a 
fabrication to justify predetermined decisions by AFMC and 
Headquarters, Air Force Test and Evaluation (AF/TE). 

12. How does the Air Fozce plan to accomplish over water coastal 
penetration EC testing in the Nellis Complex? 

Answer: They cannot. 



13.- What is the averaqe time it takes all customers who tcst EC 
in the Nellis Complex to receive their reduced data products? 

Answer: A history of months for most tests in the Nellis Complex 
is .indicated, while the median time at Eglin is 2 days after 
receipt of request. The difference i n  time is a contributor to 
increased costs in the West. In addition, on-site rea l  time 
quick look data is available at many EMTE threats. This 
allows customers to determine the effectiveness of the. scenario 
before flying the next mission. 

14 How often does the customer find errors in these.  data 
products and ask that they be redone? 

Answor:  The AWC and AFSOC users we have talked to indicate that 
it is expected. 

15. What is the consensus of customer satisfaction for customers 
who test EC in the  elli is Complex and how was this answer 
obtained? 

Answer: Not many AWC and AFSOC users we have talked to seem to 
be satisfied. 

16. What analysis has been done to formulate a plan to bring the 
TSPI in the Nellis Complex up to Eglinfs TSPI accuracies and 
consistency? 

Answer: Don't know of any. What is known is that China Lake and 
the Nellis Complex ranges turn to Eglinfs TSPI expertise to 
improve theirs. 

17. How much money has been spent for EC facilities in the past 
three years in the  elli is Complex versus the EMTE, and what is 
the added value gained with the differential? 

Answer: There is a about a ten-to-one fundina differential. The 
value added is nil s i n c e  Eglin could do th; same work through 
linking test facilities for far less cost. 

18. What comparisons have been made to instrument like FC 
systems/simulators, to equal fidelity, in the Nellis Complcx  
versus the EMTE; what were the results; what was the cost 
differential; and when were the comparisons made to support thc 
BRACC recommendation? 

Answer: Do not know of any. The West just claims theirs are as 
good or better, but when challenged to prove it, they cannot. 



19. How does t h e  Air Force plan to solve the physical problcms 
such as:  multi-path, radio frequency congestion, mountains, w Nellis AFB aircraft ramp space, work space and quarters lor the 
added customers who will be doing t h e  added EC testinq in the 
Nellis Complex? 

Answer: No known thought during the studies was given to these 
evolving problems. 

20. Describe t h e  new procedures t o  support EC flight test for 
Allied Countries who would have normally tested at Eglin, and 
describe the assurances that they will obtain the data they 
require for all their t h r e a t s  of interest. 

Answerr Personnel from the Nellis Complex have claimed t h a t  they 
can accommodate allied flight test requirements. This is an over 
stated capability that is not going to be supportable, The EC 
PAT indicated that China Lake would take most of the Allied 
customers with Nellis taking t h e  rest. 

21. ~escribe how the Air Force intends to collect test data for 
environments other than those found in the West and provide the 
performance impacts on EC equipment when used in other 
environments. 

3,nswer: They cannot if the EMTE c l o s e s .  

. 2 2 .  Describe how the Air Force intends to implement the EC test 
process at test ranges in t h e  west. 

Answer: It will be v e r y  expensive, a s  one can see by reviewing 
Edwards budgets for Program Element (PE) 64256, Projects 6510 and 
3321, i n  t h e  Defense Budget requests. 

23. Describe the scheduling impact on customers with lower 
priorities and how testing in the West will be made available to 
them so that t h e y  can complete their test on schedule and within 
budget. 

Answer: It is unlikely this can be done for reasons stated 
above. 

2 4 .  E x p l a i n  why the Air Force ignored the f i n d i n g s  of the Board 
of Operational Directors (BOOD), BOD, and t h e  EC PAT w h i c h  all 
stated there was no cost effective reason t o  move EC testinq out 
of Eglin AFB. 



Answerr Based on findings of the BOD and EC PAT and considering 
what is stated here in, we believe the reason is to s a v e  Edwards 
AFB. 

25. Explain why it is not more economically feasible to move EC 
test assets' at China Lake to Eglin AFB. 

Answer: The BOD study indicated $50 million could be saved by 
doing this. This savings was achieved using the Navy's cost 
model. When the result did not support China Lake, they cried 
foul. 

26. Eglin is the only Air Force or Navy Base that has the 
principle facilities to support the complete EC and weapons test 

' process -- the Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility (GWEF), the 
Preflight Integration of Munitions and Electronic Systems 
(PRIMES), the EMTE, and the Armament Systems Test Envi.ronmcnt 
( A S T E ) .  Describe how t h e  lost synergism of these collocated 
facilities results in an overall test process irnprovemcnt. 

Answer: There is an over all loss of test capability by moving 
the EMTE a s s e t s .  The GWEF is Hardware-in-the-Loop ( H I T L )  . The 
PRIMES is an Installed system Test Facility (ISTF). The EMTE and 
ASTE are open-air flight test ranges for EC and weapons testing, 
respectively. The EC and weapons test processes relies on t h e s e  
types of test assets to be a viable process. Removing the EMTE 
makes it more difficult and expensive to test EC and weapons in a 
.high fidelity environment. 

27. The EMTE has an EC ground test capability that allows the 
AWC and AFSOC warf ighters- to cost ef f e&tively- and convenient1 y 
test their radar jammers against systems of interest. Describe 
the equivalent capability in the Nellis Complex. 

Answer: There is not one in the Nellis Complex. China Lakc  
claims their Slate Range d o e s .  A major strength of Eqlin's 
uround test capability is its collocation with the warfightcr. 
It is very easy and efficient for them to use the facility on a 
daily or periodic basis. The result is a very cost effe.ctive 
operation. The benefit to them is they can test their jammers 
against high fidelity threats under repeatable conditions to 
derive the intended countermeasures. The West can duplicate the 
capability, but t h e  cost to the warfighter escalates 
significantly because of added travel costs. Test efficiency, 
however, declines significantly because of range access problems, 
resource non-availability, and lack of sufficient instrumentation 
on the radar under test. 



28.  Eglin has a premier data reduction and analysis computer 
facility whose people interact daily with Eglin facjlity 
developers and collocated customers, Describe the equivale.nt 
capability in the Nellis Complex or what ir would cost to develop 
and operate an equivalent facility in the Nellis Complex. 

Answerr Eglin's math lab is unique. For the Western ranqes to 
produce the customer support required for data processing equal 
to that of Eglin, the Eglin math lab would have to either be 
duplicated in the West or the Western ranges would h a v e  to d e p c n d  
on Eglin to support their data processing needs. Either W i l y ,  

test costs would have to increase. 

29. With the Air Force focus on Cplality of life issues, why has 
the Air Force i g n o r e d  the quality of life of rheir combat wcary 
warfighters at AFSOC? They are Temporary Duty (TDY) to combat 
locations as much as or more than any other Air Force unit y e t  
the ~ i r  Force is now demanding they spend additional TDY to test 
and train i n  the West. Why? 

Answer: No good can come of this. The added burden to AFSOC 
families is inexcusable. The effect on the capability for the 
AFSOC to accomplish its mission is significant. It de.grades 
their ability to train, test, surge, and deploy. The result is 
it puts the crews at unnecessary added risk in combat. 
Spouse-to-spouse and parent-to-child relationships will s u f ' f c r  
due to the added travel burden. Crew morale will be fully taxed.  

.AFSOC normally deploys about 120 people for tests such as thc 
1(1) ALR-69 Class IV test. This requires a C-141 to dep loy  

maintenance personnel and equipment at a $200,000 cost pcr 
deployment. If the test is indefinitely delayed and the test' 
team is forced to return home only to redeploy later, the costs 
are multiplied by the deployments. The additional travel would 
be unnecessary, crews could spend the more time with t h e i r  
families, and  the Air Force would save precious resources if the 
EMTE remained in place. 

30. The Air Force BRACC submission stated that the EMTE a s s e t s  
were to continue to support weapons testing, AWC, and AFSOC. Why 
has the Air Force not funded the EMTE? How does t h e  Air Force 
intend to retain a viable EMTE for weapons t c s t i n g  without 
funding? What weapons tests will the EMTE support? 

Answer: Without funding, the EMTE can r io t  remain viable. Any 
statement to the contrary is either said in ignorance or i ls  
glitter to appease the unknowing. It is doubtful that thcrc will 
be enough weapons tests in the near term to allow the r e m a i n i n g  



EMTE to survive. Without funding, the remaining EMTE support to 
the AWC and AFSOC is a sham. 

w 31. Both Eglin and China Lake develop threat simulators. what 
are the development costs of Eglinls simulated Air Defense System 
(SADS) X and SADS X I 1  and China Lakers 1-15 and 1-30? What are 
the actual differences in test capabilities of these systems? 

Answer: The best estimates available indicate that the SADS X 
and XI1 development costs are about $3 million and $5 million, 
respectively. The 1-15 and 1-30 development costs are about $60 
million and $16 million, respectively. While the 1-15 and 1-30 
systems have phased array antennas, serious deficiencies in their 
design approach limit their capability to provide a simulatj on 
with sufficient fidelity to perform realistic jammer t e s t s  
against the intended threat. Without that capability, the 1-15 
and 1-30 are useful for little more than signal sources. More 
importantly is the cost differences. They indicate the 
development approach taken by Eglin and China Lake. China Lake 
invests in premature simulator development while Eglin 
developments are in line with threat intelligence maturity and 
use novel technical approaches. Eglin's approach results in 
significant cost savings. 

32. Some of the ground-based systems identified to move West are 
:.n buildings. For these systems to operate comparably, there 
will need to be Military Construction Programs (MCP) and the 
associated funding identified. What MCP is required, and what is 
the projected funding reqcrired? If no MCP is required, explain 
why not. 

Answer: It is not technically practical to move the ground based 
nissile simulations without a new building to house them. Thc 
ground based missile systems are very sensitive to ground c1utte.r 
and multi-path effects, cable lengths predicated on the as 
installed configuration, and flight table isolation. For 
instance, the SADS X I / M  employs a interference control fence to 
greatly limit multi-path and clutter returns arriving at angles 
within the test sector and at elevation angles less than five 
degrees. Eglinls flat terrain facilitates the fence 
effectiveness. In the West, the mountains will add unrenovabl e 
clutter and multi-path effect in to the ground based missile. 
Because of these effects, there is high probability that the 
ground based missile systems will never be able to work correctly 
in the West, and that this important test capability will be 
permanently lost. 



33. The following comparisons are made f o r  t h e  SADS X ,  SADS XII, 
1-15, 1-30, and an instrumented threat. 

T e s t  Capabilities 

Test ~bjective/Technique 

Emitter 

O n l y  

Illumination 

SADS XI1 

1-15/30 
Fully 

Instrumented 

Threat  

F* 
F 
F 
F 

RcS/Clutter Signatures -- 
F 
-- 
F 

Detection Ranges 



-- 
F 
P 
F 

ESM/RAW Gear Stimulus 
F* 
F 
F 
F 

ECM Response Monitor -- 
F -- 
F 

' RGPO 

VGPO -- 
F -- 
F 

LAT, Evasive Maneuvers -- 
P 
-- 
F 

Chaff Technique/Deployment -- 
F -- 
F 

Barrage Noise 

Crosseye 

Swept Spot 



ARM 

w 
P 
P 
F 

~ctive/Passive Decoys 

F 
~ultiple Targe t  

RB Masking 
-- 
F -- 
F 

S a t u r a t i o n  

F 
Cross Pol 

-- 
? -- 
F 

~errain Bounce 
N/A 
N/A 
N/ A 
N/ A 



Legend : 

w 11 Ffl 
= full test capability 

I t  p t l  

= partial test capability 

I1  * 11 

= with optical track or external track info 

@ I  - - @ I  

= no test capability 

11 ? If  

= not clearly defined 

I' N/ A 

vllvr = not applicable 



34. The following comparisons for Air Force tests i n  t h e  W e s t  as  
compared to Eglin are made. 

YI) 
West vs. Eglin AFB 

Value of 
T e s t ;  

A i r  Force testers 
Less 
Contractors 
L e s s  
EIP-111 
Less 
B-15 TEWS 
Less 
Radar Warning Receiver 
Less 
Jammers 
L e s s  

Higher Longer 

Highe r  Longer 

Higher Longer 

Higher Longer 

Higher Longer 

Higher Longer 

T h e  Air Forcers input to the BRACC concerning the move of Eglin 
AFB's EC test range ( t h e  EMTE) to  the Nellie AFB area is 
'seriously flawed. The cost savings identified in the BRACC 
submission cannot be substantiated. It appears that the p r i m a r y  
(and perhaps only) factor considered was the cost of moving ten 
systems and their associatea manpower reductions. Those Air 
Force BRACC costs omit the costs in the rest of the iceberg. 
Those are the added test costs for weapon system acquisition and 
t o  the warfighter. F i n a l l y ,  c r i t i c a l  flaws in the Air Forcers 
strategy exist that adversely effect the warfighterst capability 
to fight during future air operations supporting U.S. national 
interests when ordered by the President or t h e  Congress. 





March 14, 1995 

Colonel Vince Evans 
Director, Air Force Legislative Liaison 
B-322 Rayburn HOB 
Washington D.C. 205 15 

Dear Colonel Evans: 

I am currently reviewing data on the Secretary of Defense's recommendation to the BRAC 
Commission concerning the consolidation of facilities to and from Eglin Air Force Base. To help 
assist me in my detailed analysis, I am submitting the following questions for an immediate reply: 

1. What is the specific nomenclature for the 8 threat simulators.and 2 EC pods scheduled 
to move west, and what is the specific nomenclature for the emitters that are proposed to 
remain in operational status at Eglin? 

2. Is all of the Air Force Test and Evaluation Center, currently located at Kirtland AFB, 
to move to Eglin? Will this include EC related functions? 

3.  Please characterize number and magnitude of contracts administered by the AFO'TEC 
contracting ofice at Kirtland AFB? What is the magnitude of direct contractor support of 
AFOTECS's Kirtland AFB offices? 

. If there are any questions concerning these matters, please contact Bart Roper of my staff at 
>:4 13 6.  Thank you for your prompt attention. 

Sipcerely, A 

PRltiTED ON RECYCLED P W E R  
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) SAFLLP/MOR SNYDER/CFM/77 950/24 MAR 95 
moyer/bases95/eglinSCAR w 

MR 2 4 1995 

SAF/LLP 
1160 Air Force Pentagon 
Washington, DC 20330-1160 

-- . The Honorable Joe Scarborough - -  . 

House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-0901 

Dear Mr. Scarborough 

This is in response to your letter of March 14, 1995, 
concerning the BRAC recommendation for Eglin ~ i r  Force Base (AFB), 
Florida, and the recommended relocation to Eglin AFB of the Air 
Force Operational Test and Evaluation Center (AFOTEC), currently 
located at Kirtland AFB, New Mexico. 

In your letter, you requested the Air Force identify specific 

:% nomenclature for the emitters which were recommended to remain in 
operational status at Eglin AFB. The EMTE lists used during the 

wV Air Force's BRAC analysis were preliminary based upon general 
projections of what needed to be moved and what should remain at 
Eglin AFB. A follow-up site survey team will subsequently 
determine what will remain and what will move; therefore, the 
following listing may vary slightly from what will be finalized. 

Nomenclature of EMTE systems to move 

..- . .. . . Simulated Air Defense System (SADS)'VI-M -. . 

SADS VIII-R 

SADS XI 

SADS XI-M 
i 

\ Weapons Effectiveness Simulated Threat (WEST) X-R 

-. WEST XI-R1 

WEST XI-R2 

!1- ... . . - .  ._ . _. ... . .--  
(;iI-Hawk Airborne P O ~  - I . - . - .  . . . . .  ...- .. -.- - -  I C i SADS VI Airborne .- - . A _ _ _ , 

4 

COORD AF/RT 



! Nomenclature of EMTE systems to remain operational at Eqlin AFB 

w Track While Scan (TWS)-1 

MLQ-T4 

High Power Illuminating Signal Source (HPISS) 

- -. -.. . .- - - - - - . . - SADS IV-SS 

SADS X - - -  

SADS XII-SS 

SADS VIIIR (CHICKEN LITTLE support) 

WEST IB 

WEST IC 

WEST XA 

The Secretary of Defense recommended to the Defense Base 
Closure and Realignment Commission that the AFOTEC at Kirtland AFB 
and all associated responsibilities be completely relocated to 
Eglin AFB. It is important to-note that the AFOTEC itself does 
not have any EC-related functions. 

. ,, . .--.. .2 ?. . .- ..-L . ,. . -  - .. . k .  .- 
- Attached is, a= summary :of;the: scope, of -contracts_ administered - - - - 

.ri:ZL-.-. .: by--Uierr~~~~~~:contractXn-g~$f f i ' c e ~ a t - ~ i i r t l a r i ~ k ~ ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~  -is-- - . t. 

, ' suppo*edk by- direct:contractbrs$on-; the; order of:'125:( manyear 
equivalents. , Also - attachedcare:. copies. of the relevant: slides and 
talking points associated with'the March 9, 1995,: Base Closure 
~xecutive Group (BCEG) meeting minutes. Mr. Bart Roper of your 
staff requested we provide these with our response. 

'. -1 . T '7- . , - _ I*._ . ' . . - . '. 
' We appreciate your interest"in this 'matter. and - trust the 

information provided is useful. 

STEPHEN D. BULL, I11 
Colonel, USAF 
chief, Programs and Legislation 
Division 

Office of Legislative Liaison 
Attachments 
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DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TESTING & EVALUATION 

BACKGROUND 
- EC EQUIPMENT EXPENSIVE, COMPLEX & SOFTWARE 

INTENSIVE FORCE MULTIPLIER --  - 

- MUST TEST AGAINST MULTIPLE THREAT SYSTEMS 
WHICH ARE CONSTANTLY CHANGING 

- THREAT SYSTEMS, SIMULATORS & ACTUAL FOREIGN 
EQUIPMENT, MUST REPRESENT EXPECTED 
ADVERSARY CONFIGURATION 

- ACTUAL IADS & MULTIPLE AAA ENVIRONMENTS, 
MISSILES & GUNS, TOO EXPENSIVE TO DEPLOY - 
SIMULATION USED 

- OAR TESTING INSTRUMENTATION MUST BE ACCURATE 
ENOUGH TO MEASURE EC CAUSED TRACKING 
ERRORS & MISSILE MISS DISTANCE 

- TEST RESULTS MUST BE REPEATABLE TO ASSURE EC 
EFFECTIVENESS 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TESTING & EVALUATION 

BACKGROUND (CONT) 
- QUESTIONABLE EC TESTING RESULTS DELAYED 

DEVELOPMENT, PROCUREMENT & DEPLOYMENT 
B ALSO RESULTED IN INEFFECTIVE SYSTEM 

DEPLOYMENTS - ALQ-161 
H CAUSED CONGRESSIONAL CONCERNS DUE TO EC 

SYSTEMS COST vs EFFECTIVENESS 
- RESULTED IN CONGRESSIONAL DIRECTION TO 

DEVELOP REALISTIC EC TEST FACILITIES - 

H HARDWARE-IN -THE LOOP, MAN-IN-THE- LOOP 
SIMULATORS 

B OARS WITH THREAT SIMULATORS AND ACTUAL 
EQUIPMENT THAT COULD PROVE EC 
EFFECTIVENESS 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TEST & EVALUATION 

BACKGROUND (CONT) 
- CONGRESSIONAL CONCERN DEMONSTRATED AGAIN 

IN 1995 DEFENSE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
DIRECTED DOD TO SUBMIT AN EC MASTER PLAN 
TO THE CONGRESS BEFORE CHANGING THE EC 
TEST INFRASTRUCTURE 

- SIMILARLY, SENATE APPROPRIATIONS COMMITTEE FY 
'95 REPORT 

DIRECTED DOD TO PROVIDE A STUDY CLEARLY 
DEMONSTRATING THAT ELECTRONIC LINKING OF 
HARDWARE-IN THE- LOOP EC TEST FACILITIES 
WAS INFEASIBLE BEFORE CONSOLIDATING THESE 
FAClLlTl ES 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TESTING & EVALUATION 

DOD EC TEST CAPABILITY 
- OARS 

> EGLIN - DT&E, OT&E, TRAINING 
> CHINA LAKE - OT&E 
>> NELLIS - TRAINING, OT&E, LIMITED DT&E 

- ISTFS - HlTL INTEGRATION FACILITIES 
B EGLIN - PRIMES 
B PAX RIVER - ACETEF 

- HlTL SIMULATION FACILITIES 
B REDCAP - AIR DEFENSE PENETRATION 
B AFEWES - TERMINAL EFFECTS (AAA DEFENSES) - 

B PT MUGU - LIMITED TERMINAL EFFECTS 
- EDWARDS HAS NO EC CAPABILITY 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TEST & EVALUATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO BRAC & COSTS 
- CLOSE EMTE, REDCAP 8 AFEWES 

>> EMTE EQUIPMENT TO NELLIS 
> REDCAP & AFEWES EQUIPMENT TO EDWARDS 

- AF ESTIMATED COSTS & SAVINGS 
> EMTE TO NELLIS - ONE TlME COSTS - $6.2m 

SAVINGS $48M 
>> REDCAP TO EDWARDS - ONE TlME COSTS - $1.7M 

SAVINGS $11M 
>> AFEWES TO EDWARDS - ONE TlME COSTS - $5.8M 

SAVINGS $5.8M 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TEST & EVALUATION 

a RECOMMENDATIONS TO BRAC 8 COSTS 
- INDEPENDENT* ESTIMATE OF COSTS & S&! lWX,  / 

EMTE TO NELLIS - ONE TlME COST 
SAVINGS - NEG $88M 

SAVINGS - NEG $9.1M 
REDCAP TO EDWARDS - ONE TlME 

I ' 
4 1  i AFEWES TO EDWARDS - ONE TlME COSTS $M/ , \ j  

SAVINGS - NEG $92M 
- * REDCAP BY CALSPAN, AFEWES BY LOCKHEED, EMTE 

BY OKALOOSA COUNTY EDC 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TEST & EVALUATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO BRAC - 
IMPLICATIONS 
- CAPABILITY LOST - UNREALISTIC AF BUDGET 

ESTIMATE TO RECREATE EMTE, REDCAP & AFEWES IN 
WESTERN US 

- LIMITATIONS IMPOSED 
B DATA REDUCTION - EDWARDSINELLIS 

CAPABILITIES ARCHAIC 
B OAR RANGE TlME - REDUCED BY 213 WJO TANKERS 

DUE TO DISTANCE FROM EDWARDS TO NELLIS 
RANGE 

IF TANKERS USED COSTS GO UP 

COMPETITION BETWEEN TESTERS & TRAINERS 
FOR NELLIS RANGE TlME 

- BOTTOM LINE - HIGHER COST TO 
TAXPAYERSlCUSTOMERS 



DOD ELECTRONIC COMBAT 
TEST & EVALUATION 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO BRAC 
- CIRCUMVENT WILL OF CONGRESS 

REPORTS 8 STUDIES CALLED FOR BY CONGRESS 
NOT DELIVERED 

N CONGRESS LOSES OPPORTUNITY TO EVALUATE 
DOD PLAN BEFORE IRREVERSIBLE CHANGES 
MADE TO DOD EC TEST INFRASTRUCTURE 

- SHOULD BE DISAPPROVED AND CONGRESS GIVEN 
THE OPPORTUNITY TO STUDY DOD'S MASTER PLAN 
FOR EC 





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

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

FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: Electronic Combat (EC) Consolidation Response 

This responds to your verbal tasker of June 20, 1995. We have responded with the 
information requested by Commissioner Davis during the briefing on REDCAP, AFEWES, 
EMTE, and the Nellis Complex. The draft EC Master Plan and a copy of an Air Force 
developed Tri-Service Test & Evaluation Activities slide are attached. 

I trust this information will be responsive to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695- 
6766, is my point of contact. 

. BLUME, Jr., Maj Gen, USAF 
/ W c i a l  Assistant to the Chief of Staff 
I for Realignment and Transition 

Attachments: 
1. Electronic Combat Consolidation Master Plan, Rev 0, 13 Jun 95 (Draft) 
2. Tri-Service T&E Activities Slide 
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ELECTRONIC COMBAT CONS0LU)ATION MASTER PLAN 

1.0 PURPOSE 

The p o s e  of tbis master plan is to delineate the process by which Department of Defense 
@OD) Electronic Combat (EC) test resources will be consolidated. The prima. goals of this 
consolidation plan are to save operations and maintenance (O&M), and improvement and 
modernization (I&PvI) funds wue simdtaneoudy minimizing hpacts upon customers which 
utili~c these resources. This plan is intended to satis* requirements of the FY95 House Armed 
Services committee language, which call for its development. In this comxtt the tern "EC" is 
used interchangeably with "Electlronic Warfare," although the latter term is more inclusive, the 
congressional language sptcities "EW." 

This pian tvill delineate consolidations by the Anny, Xavy, and Ak Force. The following 
information will be provided: a brief description of aifected systems. timeline for the transfer, snd 
list of the OPRs for the consolidation effort. 

3.0 SERVICE'S CONSOLIDATION EFFORTS 
'Vr 

3.1 U.S. A k W  CONSOLIDATION 1EF.FORTS 

U. S. . h y  nght-sizing-reshaping process of FY94; Discontinuance of the U. S. Army 
Elecuoxllc P r o w  Ground (EPG), aud transfer of EPG's mission and resources to the U.S. Armv 
White Sands Missile Range (WSMR). This action eliminated 24 civilian authorizations. A cost 
avoidance of $3 18K occurred for those positions which yere vacant; a cost avoidance of $5 18K 
!p~stomer hding) and cost reduction of $346K (institutional funding) occurred. These savings 
amount to approximately $1.2M. 

Large Scale EW Aircraft 

Due to fbnding reductions and the approachq end of serviceable Me of the two Navy King 
Crow (NKC-135A) aircraft, of which one aircraft nras removed from service in September 1994. 
The remarning King Crow NKC- i35A is scheduled to be removed from semce in September 
1995. ,&r September 1995, the only large E'CV aircraft capable of pro~lding high power Stand- 
O f f  Jamming (SOJ) support will be the Big Crow Aircrrrft (NKC- 1 3 5E). 

The current Big Crow capability has been idenLded as capable of takrng over h e  King Crow 
~niss~.on; hcwever. a single Big Crow h i - 1 3 S E  c m o t  provide tbe two directxon simultaneous 
jamling as required in certain scenarios. Therefore. a second &cr& is required. 

P.sscnr initiatives have been rmdenaken by the Savy PlEGlS Progrim Office. the Navy Test 
and Evaluauon Office, the Controi Test and Evaluauoo Improvement Program (CTEIP), and the 
OSE TRE resource management orgsniza~on These rnitiatives along nith concurrence of the 
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w Big Crow Program OtIict (BCPO) bavc resulted in the decision to outfit and rccontigurc a secoad 
NKC- 1 3 5E aircraft. 

Total Navy requirements for tSe aircrafk were stated at 62 1 to 823 flight hours over the 
FY 96-99 period. DoD wide requirements for that period range from just under 700 flight hours 
in FY 96 to nearly 1000 flight hours ins FY 99. 

The BCPO has identified a second M(C-135E aircraft TN #SO50 which is scheduled to enter 
Phsed Depot Maintenance (PDM) on 29 June 1995. %We in PDM #8050 will also be modified 
and upgraded to meet in initial IOC of April 1996 so as to support AEGIS test requirements. 
Upon ha1  completion of this aircraft's modifications, it Mil have the same capabilities as the 
existing Big Crow N7SC-135E axcraft. 

It was concluded by the OSD Test and Evduation community through the Test Resources 
Enhancement Committee (TERC) that the acquisition and outfitting of a second NKC- 13 5E bv 
the BCPO was essential. It vviU minimize interruption of EW and ECM support directed by 
DOT&E and service OTA's for the AEGIS Program and other vital. programs. Consolidation of 
operations under BCPO d eliminate the duplicity of EW assets and ECM test 
requirements previously employing three large scale arcraft; 2 NKC- 13 5 and 1 EC- 124 arcrat? 
The EC-124 is used specifically for U S. Navy trainmg. An estimated of approximately $7M per 
year niU result from the consoiidation of ECM testing air& under the B&C~OW Progrm - Oflice. 

3.2 U.S. SAW CONSOLIDATION EFFORTS 

In 1991, in anticipation of the Defense Management Review (Dm), the Secretary of the 
(SECNAV) approved a plan for major consolidation and realignment of Navy Research and 

Development (R&D) and Test and Evaluation (T&E) facilities ancl capabilities. Under this plan 
the Navy disestablished a large number of existing ELkD a d  T&E facilities and consolidated 
essential core capabilities into four hll-spectrum w e e  centers and a corporate laboratory 
These commands, fistrated in Figure 1, include the: 

Saval Air Warfare Center W C )  headquartered in Arlingtoa VA (Crystal Citpj, 
Savai Undersea Watfive Center (NUSC) headquartered in Newport, RI, 
Naval Surface Warfare Center (hTSWC) headqumered in Athgton VA (Crystal City), 
Naval Command, Control. and Ocean Surveillance Center (NCCOSC) headquartered in 
San Diego, CA, and 
Navai Research Laboratory (MIL) headquartered in U'ashqton. DC, 

REV 0,06/13/95 12:00 Pkf 
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Navy Coruolidation - What We Have Done on Our Own Initiative 
Figure 1 

Electronic W&e 0 0 and I'm for both the Surface and S u b d a c e  Navy have always 
been catered at NRL and at the Dyamic RCS measurement capability at NSWC, Carderock 
Division, .MD, so M e  consolidation of EW T&E was required to support these Navy Warfare 
specialties 

Navy consolidation resulted in the following NAWC organization to support Naval Aviation: 

Weapons Division (WD): 

ChiaaLake ** Pt. Mugu *a Det. White Sands 

** Det. Albuquerque 

Training Systems Division (TSD): 
*- Orlando 

-4ircraft Division (AD) ; 

** Patuxent River -* Trenton -* Indianapolis 

** Warminster Lakehurst 

The Navy's realignment initiaxive and the Base Realigament and Closure ( B W  j process have 
reduced the Navy infracture  for T&E and in-senice engineering from 30 facriities m 1989 to u 
projenxed 17 in 1995. After BRAC 95, the NAWC wII be firther reduced, as illustrated in figure 
2, to; 
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Weapons Division (WD): 

** ChinaLakc ** Pt. Mugd *- Det. White Sands 
Training Systems Division (TSD): 

Aircrafl Division (AD): 

* *  Patwent River 

NAWC End 8trmgth Reduction 40%: 
FYm 2a,l67 
m e :  ia,esi 

t 
 mira raining Systems ~ivision] 

NAWC TgtE Closures/Consoiidations/Realignments 
Figure 2 

The mission of the NAWC is: 

"To be the navy's full spectrum center for research, development test & evaluation. 
eqmecriog, and fleet support of maritime air platforms, a;rtonomous air vehicles, msu;ts, 
weapons, and sensors used to conduct air warfare, and to be the principal Navy center Jr 

acquisition and product support of training sysrems. " 

Primary EW T&E Capabilitim in Naval Aviation 

The mission ofthe NAWC includes providing mtiastntcture to suppon dl EW T&E capai. f;r 
Naval Aciatlon, pdcularly qainst the Naval and littoral warfare threat. The NAWC miun:ein., 
one Open Air Range (OAR), one Instalied Sysrem Test Faciiity (ISW), one Hardware-in-t 1. 

Loop (HITL) faciIity, end three specialized Radar Cross Section (RCS) signature rneanut,~~, ~n 

(V fanlities. each essential to the EW TCE process. These facihes inchde: 

Added for consideration for reductioniclosure by BRAC 95 
DR4FT 
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OAR: 

** The Navy's p r i m  EW OAR is the Electronic Combat Range r El R) at 4,4 W( - 
WD, China Lake, CA The ECR is the only major Navy free-sl,acc test '- .il-ty : . r 
Airbone EW systems md tactics. It con.tams both shipboarct fanl - 4 - 

defense threats as wcil as blue and gray systems; and a centrac 9nt.r i itt - . I  
integrated instrumentation. telemetry and trachg systems. ' ~ e .  3 th- e ~ r  sT .le!n 
include actual threat systems, Emitter-Receiver-Proces~c): s I 3F P, I .nut r 
Simulators (ES), and surrogate radar systems. The threat re:,ou, X~ .., ; I , S ~ C  :( 
conduct compri!hensive techcal testing realistic opcra;l.jt.s ,\ d ~ ,  ;ciu, . a,x 
tactics development for an aircraft or EW system. Thk s . s ,q , . ZJ to 
determine the ability of aircraft and EW systems t r  mr .-. ,ne G I . L ~ : ~ c ~  

requirements for which they were desiped, and to sup1 ort 3: ~cdcu,u 11 .chto~s.  
The ECR is located on the 806 square-mile Doii -vif'ldial 11 Rdif  oUg 
Wash/Mojave "B" area ~n southern Catifornia just west \. ~t , - th  Vali2. The 
location offers dedicated airspace with minimum 2 1 . ~ ~ -  rmgnetic adration 
interference in a region selected for its remoteness 1n1: rclatwe a ~ ~ e n c z  of 
population. The ECR is a part of China Lake's ranpci c1 aplex which co ls15~s of 
the land and overhead restricted air spaces R-2505 k-"306, R-L524 and R-2509. 

w ISTF; 
*- The Na~y's  primary ISTF i s  the Air Comb?-. Environment T a t  and Evaluation 

Facdity (ACEEF) at KAWC-AD, P a m  . L I ~  River. The ACETEF provides an 
ISTF centered around a tactical sizes: anechoic chamber snd transpon sized 
shielded hanger to conduct test ar,' evaluation of complex, highly ~ntcgratea: 
adaptive aircraft systems in vnulti-spectral, realistic simulated combat 
environment. ACETEF prc . ides :I I sol strrnuhtion aircraft sirnulabon, and 
complex w e e  analysis. '; he ACE- t -; 1 1: ides a real-trme secure test capability 
for red and bhe closec' loop, man-it--t.~c c c > p  testtng of the total weapon system 
inciudhg threat .Astic radar sigta . lectro-optical sigoals, laser signals, 
communicationr dnd lata-link signal. , au1lag and electronic countermeasures to 
stimulate t52 or c L vehcle, atr U. J t\eapon systems and aircrew The 
E1ec t r .u~  CO&I - -  5C) Stirnulat- .i )raw, provides sensor stirnulam to a 
svstem unds tes: : :I >ugh four &.I r ,  iai laboratories The Electronic \%'due 
Integrpt-d System I =st Laborator ; E S'ISTL') provides open-loop simulation of' 
R r and EO/IR reld $ay/'blue wca>Jn rstems. The Threat Air Defense Lab 
(TADL) provldes L ?ed-loop s,~ ,u, tic , of red weapon systems. The Comm, 
Nav, IFF Lab ( C N L  provides u a- a 5 closed-loop ymulation of blue and red 
communications lvolct data li. .. h E \ o m . )  *and Identification Friend or Foe 
(FT)  iguals. It aiso ~ l ~ v i d e r  gel:- 21 s~mulation of navigation signals such as 
r :I-; Glt.bal Positioning Systeqll 31 '7e Offensive Sensors Lab (OSL) provides 
,,n idfurs that generate I-). taa-g+ts ; f ST and Targetmg FLIR (TFLPR) and RF 

-gq  ts for ~acticd fir.: r.1ntr~1 rid& 3 txe and realistic threat environments are 
n a.1; b. : in this f--cdi:y for c lic . atbahon of a system integrated into a host 
p. 'ti,-.. n-. 

I - tAp-y  
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The Naw's primary EW HITL test facility is the Electronic Combat Simulation 
and ~vaiuation Laboratory IECSEL) at NAWC-WD, Point Mugu, C h  The 
ECSEL is a comprehensive Naval anti-aircraft + m i n d  threat HITL laboratory 
facility capable of smulating multiple threats in a closed :oop, red time. dynamic 
environment. The facility simulirtes RF and IR signatures of the N e d  threat in a 
secure enclosure. The key features of ECSEL arc actual RF, real time, and man-in- 
the-loop resting with the capability to Raluate eff'ectiveness in a dense background 
environment. ECSEL is used during EW system and technique development, EW 
system integration (with other EW systems), prdpost ni,~ht test support, and Fleet 
EW software support. ECSEL supports complete evaluation of D V  systms and 
suites at the bench level us% high densit)', high fidelity h a t  s~mulators. ECSEL 
works closdv with NAWC-IW, Point M u g  Electromagnetic Systems Division to 
provide multi-spectral test of ELV systems. 

D p m i c  RCS Range 

The Mant ic  Test m e  (L4TR) at Patuxent River is the Navy's pfimqDynamic 
RCS measurement capability. They perform RCS, Jam to Signairation, and chaff 
bloom rate measurements of full size aircraii while in-flight. Pulseto-pulse data 
collection to determint probability &ytrjbution function (PDF). Real-time RCS 
measurements, simultaneous multi-fiequencymeasurements across 850 M I 3  -35 
GHz, preflight-profile generation tomhimkc flight time. Real-time RCS 
measurements data products are polarplots and statistics (PDF) of eight signal 
sources. Post-processing dataproducts inchrdt high resolution down-range profiles 
and 2-D ISAR imagery. The RCS measurements are made in an area of 2400 
square miles o£iestricted airspace. 

Outdoor Static RCS Range 
'The Junction. Ranch R a q e  at China Lake is the Navy's pnmary OutdoorStatic 
RCS Measurement Facility. They operates both a Outdoor staticLoo k - D m  and 
a ground-bounce RCS measurement range capability. Thelook down range can 
perform measurements -4th a 10-degree look-downangle &om antennas on a 
mountain peak to a 78-foot by I1 0-foot water site. The look-down angle to the 
SO-foot by 140-foot tilt deck can be vaned from5 to 32 degrees Targets of up ro 
30-foot, 10,000-pound turntable on atiit-deck or m the water site The ground 
bounce range is a 4000 fi longrange with target locations at 700 ft and 4000 f? 
Target supports inchde a 40-foot, 500 lb pylon; 30,000 lb foam columus; and a 
30-foot 100,000 Ib. Near real-time processing to generare all typical RCS data 
products, such as RCS versus azimuth, I S M  images. global range and RCS plots, 
medians, etc. A unique feature of the Junctlon Ranch is ib extremely qurte radio 
frequency environment. 

'Ilr IadoorRange 

=*The Radar Reflectivity Laboratory at Poinr hlugu is the Naby's pnmaryindoor static 
RCS measurement facdity capable cf measuring far-fieIdRCS, and bistatic RCS 
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measurements of full size missiles, small aircraft ship models, and components. It 
has full processing capability to produceglobal RCS displays, high-resolution 
imaging, range Doppler plots, tarset signature modeling, background/clutter 
mode tin^ and 3-D isnaging. T q n s  size includes 30 feet long, 30 feet wide, up to 
3000 lb; 

Downsizing Navy EW T&E 

The mission of each facility is mque within Navy and DoD EW T&E. There is virtually no 
duplication Closure of any of these facilities cannot be considered without recreadOg ihe entire 
capability at om of tht other sites. Such a large cost for a smalI payback is prohibitive and wculd 
yield no payoff. Therefore, fiirtbn physical consolidation of the Naval Aviation EW T&E 
infrastructure is not viable, nor a reasonable consideration for the Navy. 

Downs- in place has been a consideration for streamlining the Navy's EW T&E capability. 
The ability to downsize in place is always ofiet by the requirement to address chmgmg threats 
and the introduction of advanced technotogy EW equipment and techniques. % M e  some older 

capabilities can be trimmed or e m t e d ;  advanced capabilities must be developed which 
rquue new investment and manpower Thus downsizing in place may not result ia as s~gsujii:ant 

V net reducrion in budget as otherwise expected, but does control tbe rate of growth, 

Despite tbcse pressures for growth, with reduced mvestment and hIRTFEl budgets, there has been 
considerable domsl'.zing, Navy EW T&E investment for Aviation has been reduced -% from. 
1989 to 1995, and will continue to decrease. The Major Range and Test Facdity Base (MRTFB) 
for EW T&E has decreased -%. Personnel .have been drawn down -Oh. Some specitic 
d o n m i i q  initiatives taken or planned within Navy EIV T&E facilities include; 

Navy EW T&E Resource Investment Strategy 

In 1991, in response to the sbridung oudget and evolving world threat mviroment. lu'avy T&E 
took another initiative. The Navy developed the U.S. Yavy EW T&E Resource Investment 
Strategy to address the changing T&E needs of Navy EJV system. This Strategy is structured to 
meet current shortfalls and projected Navy EW T&E requirements, recognize the bounds of'post- 
Cold YNar budgets and acknowledge the need for increased tri-Service R e h c e  to satisfy T&E 
j h ~ ~ d l ~ .  The objective of this Strategy is to miuunize development cost and time delays 
associated with fieldm$ advanced threat T&E assets. To effectively meet the total Navy EU' 
T&E requirement, the Navy will: 

Provide fidl coordination, through EIV Reliance, ~wtb other Sen~ce  programs and OSD 
resource programs such as the Central Test and Evaluaaon investment Program 
(CTETP), the Resource Eahancement Project (REP), and the Construction of a Radar 
:hat Operationallv Simulates Signals Believed to Orig~aatc U7it.hm the Soviet Union 
(CROSSBOW-S) program. 

DRAFT 
REV 0,061 13/95 12:OO PM 



v ~mplcment dc&u-to-coa through aquisltion or use of &sting systems. subsystem or 
technology from all sources prior to committug limited Naw funds to expemive 
development. Specifically: 

Implement inter-Service sharing of EW T&E resources. 

** Acquire available foreign threat systems (if supportable on a Me-cycle cost basis', 

PuMe OSD resources for timely acquisition or development and fie1db of T&E 
assas to meet critical T&E requirements. 

~vgressively constrain the cost of N a y  sirrmlator developments, whie ensumo theat 
w 

rekurcc designs meet s p d c  TBrE requirements for scheduled tests. 

Conduct an annual anafyyis of EW T&E needs resulting in a list of prioritized needs 
accompanied by proposed solutions. 
Coordinate requiremenrs for life cvcle support for EW T&E resources with the Navy 
%lRTFB sponsor. 

Respond to prioxity Navy (and other Service) T&E requirements. 

The Strategy is highly inter-dependent on Army and Air Force pioQramS, the support of OSD 
T&E resource programs, and Foreign Mated  l'rograms. Reduction d E W  T&E fimding for any 
eiement of thee resource programs directly impacts the Navy. All Service and DoD investment 
programs must reflect a coordinated investment drategy. Initiatives pursued through this 
T&E besunent Strategy wilI allow the Navy to continue to meet emerging requirements in a 
constrained budget climate. 

3.3 U.S. .AIR FORCE CONSOLIDATXON EFFORTS 

EC consolidation efforts for the Air Force include the transfer of the Electromagneuc Test 
Environment (EMTE) fisnctions currenly located at the .k Force Development Test Center 
(AHlTC) to the Nellis AFB range complex. The objective is to enhance the test capabilities md 
save funds by effectjng an orderly and efficient transition of EC Test and Evaiuation (T&E) 
responsibilities from EgIh AFB to Edwards AFB and the Nebs Range Complex. This plan 
provides for the trami'er of EC Test Process management and execution: it involves transferring 
the Electronic U'arfare (EW Single Face To Customer (SFTC) ~ffice, Responsible Test 
Organization tRT0)Participating Test Organization (PTO) respons;bilitieu, and ali EC T&E 
resource responsibilities including Modeling and Simulation, Harcttvart?-~n-the-Loop (HITL), 
Installed Systems Test Facility (ISTF) and Open Air Ranges (OAR). The result wdi be a ssngie 
organiza~on (the Air Force Flight Test Center (AXiFTC)) far customen to turn to for aircratt a d  
avionics (including EC systemsI'functions) ten  support. Currently, the fcibwing capabilities are 
identified for transfer, (a detailed transfer plan follows). 

REV 0,06/13/95 1200 PM 
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w The Air Force Electronic Warfare Evatuation Simulator (AFETWS) located at Arr Force 
Plant 4, Fort Worth, Texas. 

The Real-Time Electromapneb.~ Digitally Controlled Analyzer-Processor (REDCM) 
located at CALSPAN Corp., in Buffalo, New York. 

AU E W  SFTC and EC RTOPTO responsibilities 

3.3.1 Air Force Electronic Warfare Evaluation Simulator (AFEWES) 

The AFEWES is a comprehensive airborne and land based anti-aircraft terminal threat HI= 
laboratory facility capable of simuIating multiple threats in both open and closed loop, real time. 
dynamic environments. The facility simulates RF and Ill signatures of b e a t s  in a secure 
cbclome. The key features of AFFWES are actual RF/waveform, real h e ,  and man-lo-the-loop 
testing with thc capability to evaluate effectiveness in a secure, dense background environment. 

Those AFEWES capabditics for continued implementation of the EW Test Process wll be 
transferred from the Air Force Plant 4 facility in Ft W o a  Texas to AFFTC. For the purposes oi' 
this plan referral to AFEWES means more than shon term management ofthe existing AFEWES 
program. It also means re-establishment of essential AFElVES capabilibes at GFFTC and AFDTC 
- selecttdparts of AFE'WES, not re-creating the rvhole AFEWES facility $ W e  the Air Force 
remains committed to providing essential H T L  capabilities in support of Eitr testlw ~ o s e  
capabilities need not (and indeed, for cost purposes, should not) be physiwliy separated tiom 
inre_mon laboratories, ISTF, or OAR facilities. 

Specific .4FEWES capabilities dated for reconstitution include: 

-IR Labs - Carco & Bendix (to be reconstituted at AFDTC) 
-MEG - Basic and Advanced 
-Reconfigurable AI & Development Facility 
-Bus Snapshot Analyzer 
-SA-6M & 1 1iM 
- SA-10 
-3ETS & jEDI 
-TACAN/IFF 
-Clutter Generator 
-Vendor Documentation & Secured Storage 
-Test Observation Center 
-Waveguide Networks 

w -Test Director's System 
-Test Equipment, CartsAVorli Stabvns 
-Power Distributioo Units 

REV 0,06/13/95 12:OO Phq 
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The t i m e h e  for physically moving AFEWES capabilities is FY97 - FYO I .  Specific stm and 
completion dates within this window will be driven by customer requirements. 

Table 1 lists actions required to move the IR labs to hFDTC (Note: The IR labs moving to 
AFDTC is predicated on fielding the IR portion of the ECIT on schedule. The IR S,&iS are to 
transition to AFF'TC upon tielding EClT's Ui. capability ) 

Table 2 lists required actions for moving essenhal ATEWES capabilities to ,AFFTC 

REV Cj,06/13i95 12:OO Phf 
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TABLE 1 

Time Phrued Actions 
Concept of Operatiom - IR Lab @@in) 

Develop PIm 46 TWlTSWG 

Trsnnfer Software 46 'ITVITSWG 

OST for VSTRO 

Rehoet Software in CWEF 46 TWfI'SWG 

Benchmark Testing 

Label Equipment 

LMOW GWEF A6 TWfrS 

Disassemble Equipment 46 TWITSWG 
VITRO 

Transport Equipment 46 WITSWG 

Conduct V&V 46 'TWIT%"&' 

__ 
603 P i 2  SUN 13 '95 12: 39 

SCHEDULE COMPLETlON 
START DATE 

1 Od96  1 Apr98 

1Oa96 3 0 S e p ~ ?  

1 Uct 97 30 iep 9'- 

1 Jan 97 3U .fu !I8 

I Ju197 : 0a -47 

1 Oct 97 i A;,r 9% 

1 oct 97 1 Jan :+ 

1 Jan 98 1 .Id 48 

1 Oct98 1 J ~ L  99 

1 Oct 98 l.!;m:S 

1 Jan 99 1 . Q r  1:9 

DRAFT 
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Time Phased Actions 
Concept of Operation8 - RF (Edward$) 

Site visit 

Devdop Plan 

100Yo Pb 1 Dedp 

Phue 1 Constroctian 

'xhlsfu Software 

OJT 

Benchmark Testing 

Rehost Software m A l'IC 

W/Label Equipment 

Disassemble Equipment 

Tnasport Equipment 

Reassemble Equipment 

Conduct VdiV 

SCHEDULE COlkIPLETION 
START - DATE 

9 Oct 95 20 Od 95 

30 Oct 95 30 Scp 96 

1 Oct 95 I Feb 96 

1 Mar 96 10 Feb 97 

1 Oct 96 31 Mar97 

1 Oct 96 30 Scp 97 

1 Nav 96 1 Apr 97 

1Jan97 30Sep97 

1 Jun 97 31 h g 9 7  

1 Oct 97 1 Jan 98 

1301-97 31 Mar 38 

1 Jan 98 30 Nov 98 



Extended Pagi: 15, i 

3.3.2 RuCTime Electromagrretic Digitally Controlled Analyzer-Pmcwsor (REDCAP) 

The Rea1-T~  Elecuomagnctic Digtail. C~nuolled ha&ix?r-Processor (REDCAP) is a HITL 
representation of several versions of an lategrated Air Defense System (IADS) that tests the 
effdivmsss of EW/EC to counter mhlple iadan and C3 nets to obtain the data that cannot be 
emwlated from the results of smgle :dual s ~ t i o n s .  REDCAP provides RF HITL radars and 
data links, manned datl fusion and we y 31 i control posts, and m e d  interceptor ststions m a 
multi-Id-security building. The RF H! 1 simulations at REDCAP arc Early WamLy, ; i . ~ u d  
Controlled Intercept, Height Finder, and .krborne Early Wmmg (SUAWACS) radars. J,US l~ctit t 
and data c o d c a t i o n  links. 

REDCAP capabilities required for contiuurd im~iementation of the EW Test Process in4 b~ 
relocated fiom the CALSPAN facility iu. Burno, New York to the AFFTC. For the pu. 30.2s of 
this plan, referral to REDCAP means mar. than short term managemenr of the existllig . W C N  
prugram It also means reestablishment o-. essential REDCAP capabihties within tb; : u F 7  - - 
selected pins of REDCAP, not re-creating the whole REDCAP facility. 

Specific REDCAP capabilities slated for reconstitution include: 

-SCIF Gateway 
-Remote M d c e  
-Reactive AI 
-0ffrline support 
-SSDL 
-UDL 
-Classified material 

The tim&ame for physicallv m o v h  REDCAP capabilities is FY97 - r u ' O l .  The schedule driver 
is an. F-22 test scheduled for completion in FY 981 1 .  In any case, the date utithin this winaow 
wd be driven by customer requirements. h of 1 June 95, earliest date for equipment diuassemb~ J 

to begin is 1 Oct 97. 

3.3.3 Electromagnetic Test Environment (EMIT) 

The Air Force Development Test Center (AFDTC) is located on Eglin A r  Force Base :n 
northwest Florida 

AFDTC test aad evafuation assets include 86,500 square miles of watt, rest area and 724 square 
miles square rmles of land space. EMTE resources are located w i t h  tile avadable ; a d  area. 'be 
EMTE is complemented by airborne systems including insuumented aircraft, captive-cam 
seekers, and simulators fbr real-time measurement and analvns of electrr -ni~couatex azasureb 
(ECM)/electronic-counter-cou~.teme~~ures (ECCXg) enwonment. Spcciafked mnrmerrtatlon 
for data collection and analysis is available, mchciing support for real-time merging lf rnultiprz 
data streams, Test support includes DT&E/OT&E of ECM ECChI. electronic kcrp aoi r measui es 
(ESM), RF/EO/IR signal measurement and anaivs~s. and aircrew trairuug 

UR;U;T 
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~pproximately 90 percent of EW T&E capabilities at Eglin AFB are dupGcati\~e of ~ltcrsc aheadv 
e*&g within the ,AFFTC. Thus. the planned consolidation ud focus the e~lurt! 1 iV ?'&E 
process at Edwards AFB. For te3t resources, AFEWES and REDCAP reso aces ;:ad 
management would txd'er to Edwards, future EC ISTF upgrades will (as a ~ e a d y  $1 >i,iaa;med, 
be made at the Avionics Test and Inlegration Complex (ATIC). and ISu: Force ope1 a r ZC ~est  
resources will. be centralized on the Neilis Range Complex. Additionally, re-uons.~ h e ,  fc r PL 0, 
PTO, test investment planning, initial and detailed test planning, and test conuuct 2 :d rt;po+ nr.; 
not be uonecessarily duplicated. Thus, customers having requirements to evdli .rt. uc- -a t r  Q 

a v i o ~ c s  (mcludmg EC) sy~ttms/hct~oxll3 Pnll have single focal, point (urthin th: '"11gtic rest 
Cater) to assist them in meetrng alI Test Process needs. EC test customas curt tfntlp clsiu; 
, M T C  resources are envisioned to transition westward over a two-year wile: m, i o ~ n  /lng 

T&E capabilities. The target fbr f'mal EC testing at E& is two yean after mt.p ee;.ler:at n date, 
i.e., 1 Oct 97, assuming a Programahg Plan (PPlan) 94-04 implementatior, .i,it. ~ t f '  C 95. 4 1  
dates in Table 3 assume an implementation date of 1 Oct 95 for the aforeme t~ ~nec , 4 , 
SpecXcaUy, 17 of the 69 threat systems cunently active or in temporan? :.A :a :e jr the E-Vm 
will be relocated to the Western US for continued operation under thvi ?? .n "P:L . ,f rr s e  17 
systems are airborne pods. Thee  of the ground-based threat simulators ( - 1c. bor.1 urb4 e pods) 
represent threats which are not currently avadable on a permanent basis - r le J ell,_. "., . k ~ , - e  

Complex. G c n d y ,  systems will + d e r  to the N e b  Range Complex , . ~ l u q  L c; . ,L .,L e~ 
requirements andlor spares. Eleven emitter-ody systems (Table 4) wili -,c r -xk..< dm;n L 
Armamtm Systcrns Test Envi~onmcnt at Eglin -4FB to support weapon, r :t. mg - -. .~ak e. ,lent 
respoasibility for all r e  threat simulators ~vill ua:fer to MFTC ( sllpp ,n .par 
partsisurplusing requirements 

DRIFT 
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DESCRZPTI[ON 

Develop Plan 

Caordinate PPlan 

Table 3 
EMTE Milestones 

Time-Phased Actions 

Administrative Mmagement 4 6 W  
for new EC tests transfer 412 TWEW 
to Edwards A.F'5 

AFEWES, REDCAP 46 TW 
mnnvgcment transfer 112 TW*/EW 
to Edwards AFB 

SCHEDULE CuMPLZr. !'I( IN 
START --- DA1 I? 

1 Jar ~45 : .M !? 

EW SFTC transfer to .MDTC/DIU I Feb 96 1 hug 96 
Edwards AFB 412 TW/EW- 

EC RTO Transfer . ~ T C / D R X  1 Feb 96 I 4 ~ ~ ‘ )  
(Phase IJ to Edwardfi AEB 16 TWrECILGIOZ 

4 12 l'FV/EW 

lnfrastructare Det-eiop on 
Nellis Range Complex 

Pcnomel transfer to 
Edward AFE and Neliis 
Range Cumplex 

Threat System transfer ti, 
Yellis Range Complex 

EC RTO T r d e r  Phase m 
to Edwards ARB 

I12 TWrnW 1 Oct 95 1 0 c t  '17 

.CFDTC/DRI 1 Feb 96 1 O c t v '  
4s mmnl 
95 ABWIMSC 
412 TWIEW 

1. Jun 96 1 Dec 9 

.iFDTC/DRI 1 .hg96 1 Dec V7 
46 TW/EC/ZG/OG 
412 TWIEW 

DRAFT 
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Table 4 
Emitterconly systems retained within 

the Armament Systems Test Environment at Eglin AFB 

QRC-554 
West XA 
SADS XSS 
SADS XII SS 
HPISS 
WEST IBiIC 
ws- 1 
TWS-2 
TWS-3 
SADS IV SS 
iW/MLQ-T4 
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Tri-Sewice T&E Activities 
T&E 

Functional 
Area 

NAWC, Pt Mugu 
NAWC, Indianapolis 
NAWC, China Lake 
NAWC, Dahlmen 

NAWC-WI), China Lakc 
NAWC-Wl), Pt Mugu 
NAWC, WSMR 
NSWC, Crane 
NSWC, tlahlq-en 

AFTXC, Eglin 
NAWC, ~a&nster  
NAWC. Pax River 

Ncllis ('oniplcs 
AFF'I'C. Lid\\ nrds 

NAWC-All, I'ns Itiver 
NSWC, Crane 
NA W C, Indianapolis 
NAWC, Pt Mugu 

NSWC. Indian 1 Icad 
NAWC-WII. China Lake 

AEIIC, h o l d  
MII'I'C, I Iolloman 

DoDI 
National 
Facilities 

* After Intra-AF Realignments 

Yurna l'rovinp (in~unds 
AT'I'C, Ft Rucker 
AQTD, Edwards 
EPG, Ft Huachuca 

WSMR 
Y PC; 
li'I"l'C, Iledslone 

WSMR 
I:!'(;. 1:r I luachnca 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 

$HEADQUARTERS U N I T E D  STATES A I R  FORCE 
I 

I , 
I 

- 1 FOR BASE CLOSURE COMMISSION (Mr. Francis A. Cirillo, Jr.) - 
t FROM: HQ USAF/RT 

SUBJECT: REDCAP & Electronic Combat (EC) Consolidation Response 
(RT Taskers 587 & 595) 

This responds to yo rbal tasker of June 9, 1995. and FAX tasker of 
June 9,1995 (950$609-111 7 -  e responded to the questions on REDCAP, AFEWES, and 
EMTE posed by the DBCRC staff (Atchs 1-3). Additionally, we responded to 
Congressmen's Quinns questions regarding the relocation of REDCAP (Atchs 4-5). 

We have heard references to the Board of Director (BOD) EC study and the FY95 
Authorization Report requiring an EC Master Plan. We must state again that neither the EC 
BOD study nor the FY95 Authorization Report has any relation to the Air Force BRAC 95 
process nor should they. The T&E JCSG process fully supports the EC consolidation actions 
to reduce excess T&E infrastructure and consolidate the currently fragmented EC test 
operations. 

3w 
! 
i 

The Air Force believes that in aggregate full Electronic Combat consolidation 
achieved by the REDCAP, AFEWES, and Eglin (EMTE) recommendations provides the 
maximum operational benefit at a reasonable cost. However, each recommendation on a 

t 

standalone b&is is operationally sound and cost-effective. 

I 
; I trust this information will be responsive to your request. Maj Michael Wallace, 695- 

i 6706, is my point of contact. 
. . . 

i 

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

Attachments: 
1. Response to Mr. Ackerman's Questions for REDCAP Briefing. 14 Jun 95 
2. Talking Paper on EC C~~olidation 
3. Information Paper On One Stop Shopping (OSS) Concept 
4. Response to Congressman Quinn Letter to Mr Ackeman. 9 Jun 95 
5. Point Paper on Congressman Quinn's Additional REDCAP lnfomation 



A1 
ATIC 
ECIT 
EW 
HITL 
I&GTC 
ISTF 
ROW 
LRU 
SFTC 
SPO 
SSDL 
SUT 
TEMS 
UDL 

Anborne Interceptor 
Avionics Test Inteaation Complex 
Electronic Combat Integrated Test Capability 
Electronic Warfare 
Hardware In The Loop 
Integration and Generic Test Capabihty 
Installed System Test Facility 
Rest of the World 
Line Replaceable Unit 
Single Face to the Customer 
System Program Office 
S-Band and IFF Data Tlink 
System Under Test 
Test and Evaluation Mission Simulator 
UHF Data Link 



f 
1. What value is derived from locating the REDCAP'S HITL mission with the ISTF facility at 

c d  test efficiencies achieved fiom co-location? 
(i2 r 

1 - Does the value derived exceed the cost efficiencies achieved from data linking? 

32. What preparation costs, beyond the MILCON stated in the COBRA will be needed to 
configure the facility at Edwards, in order to make it compatible with the REDCAP'S test 
simulation systems proposed to be transferred? Specifically, estimated contractor training 
costs, reconfigure Edwards facility, setup of test equipment, etc. 

i Yd. Will the "Man-in-the-Loop" capability of the REDCAP'S HITL mission be transferred to 
Edwards or be disposed of? 

I 
SF. Has a distributive interactive simulation network @IS) capability between REDCAP and 

AFEWES to the BAF and the ACETEF been setup? Have any estimated costs been determined 
to create this capability? 

Steve Ackerman/AnalystlAir Force Team 
Defense Base Closure and Realignment Commission 



Mr. Ackerman's questions 

1. QUESTION: MThat value is derived from locating the REDCAP'S 
hardware-in-the loop (HITL) mission with the integrated system test facility 
(ISTF) facility a t  Edwards, beyond logistical test efficiencies achiev-~- -~~ .  ,I%, - - 

*W' 

collocation? - xn . *i - r , -a$. RPlmh . PC a- 

ANSWER: The EW Test Process recognizes that the flow of test 
activity from HITL to ISTF is an ITERATIVE one. A typical EW test doesn't 
just complete the HITL phase and then move on to the ISTF phase without 
several "regression" tests back in the HITL. Solving a difficult piece of EW 
systems integration work may require running HITL and ISTF concurrently. 
For programs such as the F-22, B-lB, B-2, and JAST, avionics are a n  integral 
part of the airframe and you cannot readily take these out and effectively test 
at REDCAP or AFEWES. Existing systems (such as  F-16 RWR or jammer) 
are for the most part federated, that is they essentially operate 
independently and a t  best simply share information via a data bus. These 
systems can be tested a t  AFEWES and in some cases linked with other 
facihties such as REDCAP or ACETEF. But you do have the "logistics" cost 
of multiple systems and personnel. Most EM1 programs will not be able to 
afford to provide multiple test assets and personnel. 

2. QUESTION: Does the value derived exceed the cost efficiencies achieved 
from data linking? 

ANSWER: yes, because as explained above, data linking cannot 
provide the required capabhty to test a fully integrated platform. Further, it 
is not a means of addressing future test fachty requirements. Data linking 
can be useful for low transmission rate subjects, like target data information. 
It is of little .use for tests requiring hgh data rate transmission, like SUTs 
with higher update rates e x c e e h g  t h e - & . & - b t m d w d t h m d a t a  
conversion, signal encryption, andlor real time pulse-by-pulse events. 
AFEWES has been looking into injecting progressive time delays to see when 
miss-distance is affected by data latency, but this is not the same thing. 
Overlaying a simulation with another simulation (i,e, simulated time delays) 
in order to overcome the effects of data latency may prove useful, but it is a 
static fix to a dynamic problem, and may therefore be inappropriate to equate 
this fix with realism. 
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a% 6h a -3. QUESTION: What preparation costs, beyond the MILCON stated in the 

COBRA, will be needed to configure the facility a t  Edwards, in order to make 
it compatible with the REDCAP'S test simulation systems prbposed to be 
transferred? 

7 7 .  ; 

&&.**;...&=+ - 
- . ANSWER: b m a l  costs will be incurred in the areas mp*tioned, but as  yet 

'- 6 

i 
no specific amounts can be presented, due to the early phase of ECIT I&GTC 
program maturity. 

4. QUESTION: Will the Man-in-the-Loop capability of the REDCAP'S HITL 
mission be transferred to Edwards, or disposed of? 

ANSWER: All REDCAP test assets will be transferred, but not all 
these assets will be reactivated a t  Edwards. Those not activated will be 
placed in storage. Those assets identified for reactivation will be done so 
within the new ECIT I&GTC. Edwards currently supports this type of 
testing capabdity in all three ATIC facilities, most notably in the TEMS. 
Man-in-the-loop capabihty will also be available at the open air range. 

5. QUESTION: Has a distributive interactive simulation @IS) network 
capabdity between REDCAP and AFERTES to the BAF and the ACETEF 
been set up? Have any estimated costs been determined to create this 
capability? 

( 

4 ANSWER: No, but the Defense Research Engineering Network will 
? provide tbs  capabihty. T-1 h e s  between the Nelhs Open Air Complex and 

Edwards already exist. The current ECIT I&GTC archtecture contains a 
firm requirement for DIS-standard connectivity to outside ATIC facfities. 
The ECIT Program will require the ability to encrypt the data streams both j . . .  
going and coming to the ATIC. Program costs will be developed by the 
I&GTC contractor as  a result of the QPSE'X: M dumrgI$GTC Phase 1. 
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R -.,*e.-' TALKING PAPER 
ON 

EC CONSOLIDATION 

A behind ihe Air Force EC consolidation initiative is to 
faehta  -T@t Process. This process recognizes the flow of test 
activity is a n  ITERATNE one. For example, take the case of test activity 
transitioning from hardware-in-the-loop (HITL) to integrated system test 
facility (ISTF). A typical EW test doesn't just complete the HITL phase and 
then move on to the ISTF phase without several "regression" tests back in 
the HITL. Solving a -cult piece of EW systems integration work may 
require running HITL and ISTF concurrently. Collocation makes this 
iterative test process viable by making it possible for a single test staff to 
work on a controlled SUT configuration to perform iterative testing that is 
secure, repeatable, and cost-efficient. Correlation of test capabihties is 
another benefit. More than one SUT worked against some test capabihties, 
but not others. Bringing the bulk of test capabilities under one roof will help 
solve this problem. Finally, the availability of high value/cost SUTs must be 
considered. Most EW programs can't afford to provide dedicated test assets 
(ground crews, engmeers, LRUs, aircraft) for testing that takes place 
simultaneously in multiple locations. Edwards collocation of EW test assets 
offers the opportunity for resource-strapped SPOs to accomplish testing with 
a minimal investment of time and money to meet demanding schedules. 

Overlay this synergism with the near proximity of the Nellis Ranges, 
and similar benefits extend to the 0-4R arena. The idea is to have the 
customer support focus, i.e., the SFTC and EmT Directorate, collocated with 
the test resources. It is an effort towards one stop EW customer support 
collocated with the test resources. under one roof as much as  possible. 

With respect to the FY 95 E4SC.-Authorimtion mli, requiring an  
EC Master Plan for T&E prior to relocating any electronic testing assets, no 
sigmficant problems are anticipated. The AFEM'ES, REDCAP, and EMTE 
relocations will be included as part of the development of the DoD EC Master 
Plan being drafted by the T&E Executive ,4gent and scheduled to be done 
prior to FY 97. The T&E JCSG process full!- supports thee actions to reduce 
excess T&E infrastructure and consolidates the currently fragmented EC test 
operations. 



REDCAP MOVE 

The SCIF Gateway, Remote Interface, Reactive ,41, OFF Line Support, 
SSDL, UDL, and Classfied Material would move to Edwards under BK4C. 
These assets are identified for reactivation. and will be done within the new 
ECIT I&GTC - not like the origmal REDCAP layout. Minimal costs will be 
incurred in the areas mentioned, but as yet no specific amounts can be 
presented, due to the early phase of ECIT I&GTC program maturity. 
REDCAP assets that are reactivated will be operated by ATIC staff. 
Capabilities to be decommissioned will also move, but a t  no cost to BK4C. 

REDCAP data structure and format can be successfully integrated 
within currently planned ECIT upgrades to the ATIC, not the other way 
around. Infrastructure for a test function like that currently done a t  
REDCAP is already in place. Customers using ths infrastructure for both 
HITL and OAR testing wdl have the advantage of correlation of systems, 
common data formats, common environmental generation, common data 
analysis computers, tools and instrumentation by default. 

Little will be lost in decommissioning the identified equipment. 
Specifically, the EW, EMT/HF, R1-R5 (radar simulations), Ground C2, System 
Control, Voice and Radar Switches already exist. Environmental generation 
capability is resident, so PEG isn't required. CVDL is the old REDCAP 
computers, and therefore not required in any case. SUAWACS passed 
SIMVAL in 1986, but has not had a paying customer we know of over the 
past three years. 

REDCAP type man-in-the-loop capability is inherent in the 
aforementioned infrastructure. The Man-in-the-Loop capability for HITL 
testing wdl be maintained a t  Edwards, although it wdl be performed 
differently, using other simulation techniques/equipments. Edwards 
currently supports this type of testing capability in all ATIC facilities, most 
notably in the TEXIS. 

The capabhty simulated by -the REDCAP-MS i e g o r i t h m  
level C3 netting simulation. man-in-the-loop, pulsed level RF generation 
with matching receivers and digital simulation capabihties. The ability to 
simulate the L4DS command and control nodes in the lab to accurately 
portray command links originally was done on old, totally manual C2 
systems in order to  identie- operator saturation and inherent nodal time 
delays. The operator was an integral part of the processing path. and these 
delays often became quite large. 

Changing world threats have lmpacted test facilities at  differential 
rates. i.e. some fachties have been better able to  adapt. What this means to 
test customers is some test facilities are progressively more attractive, more 
capable than others to  support a given test program. Accordingly, our 0-4R 
capability became a more viable choice for IADS testlng than REDCAP. 
What makes this so is the fact that newer generations of C-quipment are 
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the operator less of a factor throughout the LUIS - 
structure. Likewise, exact algorithms inherent in C2 equipments are less of a 
factor since the time delays generated by older, manual systems are gone. 
REDCAP spent a lot of time and effort to implement exact algorithms of FSU 

uenify, REDCAP cannot provide all the various nodal 
found in the mix of FSU and European equipments 

currently deployed and being deployed in ROW countries that are potential 
threats. REDCAP can only provide these capabihties with first generation 
radars. Their C2 equipments have been upgraded, but they are tailored to 
FSU capabilities and cannot perform the mix of various CZ technologies and 
simulate non-FSU radars found in many potential threat countries. 

HITL configurations can be done using stimulus from radar signal 
generators or ground mounted hardware under stimulation by actual radars. 

- 

An extensive fiber optic network allows stimulating ground mounted SUTs 
and collecting SUT response. Reconfigurable C2 and fiber optics 
communications enables simulation of many environments, much like in the 
lab. Utilizing models of a particular air defense environment allows for data 
analysis of any part of the results - with actual equipment a t  the same 
location with the same IADS structure. This abhty to spot check results with 
real equipment wdl decrease overall cost and increase credibihty of the 
results. 

AFEWES MOVE 

The following systems are slated for decommissioning: 

Software Development 
Facihty 
Missile Development 
Facility 
Test M a n a g e m e n t - G e n e  -- 
Test Management Center 2 
Test Management Center 3 
Test Management Center 4 
Test Management Center 5 
Data Processing Facility 
400 Hz Power Converters 
Shield Rooms (10) 
,kr Handlers 



None of the articles in the right column are required, as ATIC has 
current equivalent capabilities or previously planned to develop them under 
ECIT. Threat systems in the left column are redundant, will be redundant, 
or have no customer base. For example, the Tactical C3 and COMMIDL have 
never been used by a paying customer. Systems to be decommissioned will be 
moved as well, but a t  no cost to BRAC. Should unforeseen problems arise. 
capabilities could be reconstituted as  requirements demand. 

The IR Labs are slated to go to AFDTC. The IR threats will transition 
to AFFTC when the IR portion of ECIT is ready. The rest of the "keepers" are 
slated to go to the ATIC at  AFFTC. 

EMrn MOVE 

The Air Force can't afford to continue operating two open air EW 
ranges. The RELIANCE study, Base Capabihties Study, Roles and Missions 
Study, and the BOD Study all had classified annexes which acknowledged a 
superior capability. Over $1.5 billion has been invested in assets and 
idkastructure in ths capability over 25 years. EMTE fields a very few 
systems not possessed a t  our other location. Twelve systems have been 
identified to remain operational a t  Eglin as emitter-only simulators for 
armament testing. 

Under the EC consolidation concept, systems transferring from EMTE 
will supplement existing capacityldensity. It  wlll save the taxpayers the 
relatively large cost of operating a less capable, redundant range while 
providing customers the benefit of testing a t  a higher fidelity range. 
Movement of systems is slated to begin in FY97, so customers have time to 
m o m  their programs as necessary. The thrust should be on long term 
savings to the taxpayer. The relatively high cost savings realized by 
operating one open air range instead of two should outweigh relatively small 
cost increases to  some individual programs. 

- - , . -- -- 
LINKTNG 

Data l inhng might help, but it isn't the complete answer. Data linkmg 
of the REDCAP and AFEWES facilities alone will not meet current SUT data 
flow requirements to provide a realistic test environment. Data linking of 
any EW test facihties is a means of optimization of the EM' test process 
which, while appropriate in some cases. does not represent a universal 
solution. Further. it is not a means of addressing future test facility 
requirements, as  the data transfer rates are Likely to  increase and will 
require encryption. Data linking can be useful for low transmission rate 
subjects, hke target data information. It  is of little use for tests requiring 
high data rate transmission, like SUTs with higher update rates (e.g. F-22) 
exceeding the h k  bandwidths, or raw data conversion, signal encryption, 



e-pulse-by-pulse events. AFEWES has been looking into 

.w sive time delays to see when miss-distance is affected by 

: 
data latency, but t h s  is not the same thmg. Overlaying a simulation with 

1 ation (i,e, simulated time delays) in order to overcome the 
.Latency may prove useful, but it is a static fix to a dynamic 

-away therefore be inappropriate to equate this fix with reahsm. - 
The ~ G e n s e  Research Engineering Network will provide this 

capability. We expect that Nellis and ATIC will be linked. T-1 h e s  between 
Nellis and Edwards already exist. The current ECIT I&GTC architecture 
contains a firm requirement for DIS-standard connectivity to outside ATIC 
facilities. The ECIT Program will require the ability to encrypt the data 
streams both going and coming to the ATIC. Program costs will be developed 
by the I&GTC contractor as a result of the OPSEC defined during I&GTC 
Phase 1. 
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RELOCATION WEST: THE ONE STOP SHOPPING (OSS) CONCEPT 

Objective: 

The One Stop Shopping (OSS) concept shows why relocation of current EC 
test facilities to a single western location is the best alternative for creating 
an  EC Test Infrastructure that will meet the future test customer 
requirements. The OSS concept [as detailed in a t tached  sepa ra t e  
talking paper]  broadens the assumptions made in the Hardware-In-The- 
Loop (HITL) Study (GTRI Report #,4-1201 for AFITER) [Executive 
Summary pape r  at tached] methodology by including "real world 
customer considerations in the Air Force EC test resource picture. 

Assumptions: 

The original four HITL Study assumptions are: 

- For requirements derivation, current EC test facilities are considered 
to have never existed. 

- The DoD acquisition process (as documented in DoD 5000.1) is 
sacred and must be supported by EC test infrastructure. 

- Current Ar Force capabhties were assessed (other Service asset 
assessments will be available at task completion. 

- Cost and technical merit were the only distinguishing characteristics 
analyzed for collocation vs linking. --- -- 

In  addition to these assumptions, the OSS concept adds an  additional 
assumption regarding customer satisfaction -- customer  sat isfact ion a n d  
cost a r e  paramount  when  determining allocation of EC test 
resources,  where  t h e  customers are defined as Air Force  acquisi t ion 
managers .  

Fact of Life Considerations: 

Several factors have recently converged to  make the OSS concept viable: 

(I) In the last five years with the dissolution of the Soviet Union. 
actual threat assets have become available. 



(2) EC testing demands of the F-22 aircraft -- the first of the next 
generation, high speed , integrated avionics systems -- far exceeded any 
known capabihty within the DoD. Consequently, the h Force has invested 
over $200M to create the Electronic Combat Integrated Test Capabihty 
t/ECIT) facihtj- within the Avionics Test Integration Complex (,4TI C) a t  
Edwards ,4FB CA to support installed system testing -- a modification to  the 
Benefield Anechoic Facility. The F-22 development program cannot meet 
cost and schedule requirements without the ECIT installed system test 
facility. 

(3) Finally, prevailing fiscal constraints which have intensified from 
the DMR's of 1990 to the current downsizing initiatives have made both test 
infrastructure and weapon system program office budgets extremely austere 
and inelastic. Our challenge, therefore, has been to find a fiscally 
constrained solution to aircraft avionics (including EC) testing that 
maximizes available funds and is not disruptive to the EC test process. 

The most effective course of action is to redirect more of the test process into 
ground test facihties in proximity of our most capable open air range; and to 
make ground testing as affordable as possible to the customer. With the 
proximity of the Edwards AFB and Nebs AFB open air ranges, anchored by 
the ATIC ground test complex, the critical HITL EC test facihties were the 
only outlyers. Hence the recommendation to the BR4C Commission of 
moving AFEWES, REDCAP, and EMTE. 

Concept: 

The HITL Study did not attempt to measure customer satisfaction. It's focus 
was on deriving the best methods for applying hardware-in-the-loop facilities 
to the test and evaluation mission. First, the forty EC Test Infrastructure 
requirements were derived. Current ,Air F o r c e e @ & t m t h e n  
assessed and shortfalls identified. Integration configurations of existing 
facilities were determined to help eliminate identdied shortfalls. Technical 
merits and costs of the configuration implementations were judged to 
determine which is better: relocation, duplication, or electronic linking. 
Using cost!technical merits as the scale. the HITL Study finds that electronic 
linking is the best alternative. But the HITL Study only used test 
infrastructure cost and technical merit as its measuring stick. If customer 
satisfaction and  customer costs are considered in an evaluation of 
~mplementatlor, options. relocation to  a single locatlon for EC testing offers a 
better choice. 
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A single location, or the dIi5 concept, improves program manager satisfaction 
by reducing program costs, cost risk, scheduhg risk, and techzucal risk; 
which in the aggregate reduces program risk and increases customer 
satisfaction. 

- Promam Costs, ,%g cuts program costs due to the reduction in the 
number of aircraft sets that  need to be created in order to evaluate 
the system under test. The F-22 SPO has estimated costs exceeding 
$300M for an additional site deployment. A single location for EC 
testing creates synergies both in manpower and equipment, and 
potentially schedule, for the overall test program. 

- Cost Risk. OSS reduces program cost and cost risk due to reduced 
subsystem quantities required to support testing. 

- Scheduling Risk. Scheduling risk could be reduced by testing a t  a 
single location because relocation of test teams and equipment are 
reduced. 

- Technical Risk. Customer technical risks could be reduced because a 
single location allows establishment of a center of excellence where 
national expertise can be pooled. The synergies of the program test 
teams and test organizations wdl be enhanced over time through 
seamless relationships, as  well as results that are inherently better 
correlated. In addition, a coherent test process will continually 
revisit HITL and ISTF facilities to evaluate survivabihty and 
confirm observed results. Collocation enables such a coherent 
process. 

Conclusion: 
. - -. - __- -- 

The HITL Study is correct in its findrngs given the four assumptions that 
were employed. But since customer satisfaction and customer costs are 
compehng evaluation criteria, relocation to a single location becomes the 
best alternative for the future AE Force EC Testing. 
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- 3r 
a 2 4 ,  t.- a 3 - - . " . Mi:." : - 

 STUDY EXECUTIVE SUMMAR\7 

Tbis goal of this sk&y .tp~rs to &ttzniae hw; hardmre-in-the-loop CHTTL) facilities can best be utillzed in future 
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e~ectronic warfare tqSmg --:. % ,,= . - 

The @c rationale for the HR'L Study was to answer the DoD IG report of October 1992 on Installed System 

Test Facilities 0. This report essentially assumed that HlTLs have no stand-alone value and were useful only 

to augment ISTFs. Moreover, the report concluded that electronic linking was neither a technically viable nor 

costeffedive means of facilitating this augmentation. The Air Force took exception to these claims and q t e d  

an OSD action item of doing a study to determine the best way to employ HITLs. Thus the HITL Study was 

designed to provide the basis for subsequent Air Force investment and management decisions on HITL Wties ,  

such as the current decision on the future of AFEWES and REDCAP. 

The following assumptions gwem the application and interpretation of this study's results: 

- HITLs were evaluated in the context of their utility for augmenting other facilities (including 
other HITLs). 

Requirements derivation was based upon fundamental principles (i.e., scientific method, DoD 
system acqusition process) and the funcaonal characteristics of EC systems. Current test 
fadt ies  were considered not to have existed for requirements derivabon. 

Requirements derivation addressed other categories of EC test facilities (i.e., SILs, ISTFs, 
OARS) that might be augmented by HIILs, as well as the HITLs themselves. 

Only capabilities of current Air Force facilities were assessed in Phase m m e n t  of 
- . . . - -. . - 

other service assets was deferred until Phase 11. 

Collocation and electronic linhng were compared as alternate means of augmentation on the 
basis of technical performance and cost. 

The HITL Study is a requirements driven study Objective One was to denve fadliv requirements for the entire 

EC Ted Infrastructure. All other objean7es. such as determi~ung HlITL integrauon wth other facilities and 

comparing implementauon costs and tradcoffs. follow the requlremenls denvatlon 

First Step: Derive EC Test Facilitv Reauirernenrs. This step consifled of detcrrnini~lg the attributes of an ideal 

facilip designed to test the functions of all EW systems. Techniques described in GTRT report A-1 101 for AF/TER 



"Methodology for Dejning EC Test ~aci l i ly  ~equirements"' were used extensively in the derivation of 

requirements. The scope of this task was not limited to HITL facilities, but also extended to those categories 

whlch might be augmented by HITL facilities (i-e., SILs, ISTFs, OARS). Even though the configuration of the 

system under test (SUT) was different for each ofthe four categories, the scenario and measures of effectiveness 

W E )  from whch test criteria are derived were the same for all. 

Second and Third Steu: Characterize Existing Facilities And Identifv Deficiencies. In this step, the capabilities of 

existing facilities were c a p r e d  to ideal f e t y  amibutes, as defined in Step 1. This comparison yielded the 

discrepancies between emsting capabilities and requirements, removal of which would improve the application of 

the EW Test Process. The set of facilties chosen for comparison included representatives from all four categories, - 

which rep- the most important EW test assets of all three Services. 

Fourth S t e ~ :  Ickdfv Interntion Co&mtions For Faciliw Augmentation. In this step, M t y  combinations 

were postdated for the purpose of augmenting a faciity and ehmimtmg shorrfidls. Because the study focused on 

the augmentation value of HITL M t i e s ,  each combination included one or more HlTLs. As a first step, 

combinations of generic classes of f a t i e s  were identified. Ultimately, however, combinations of the specific 

facilities selected in Step 2 were postulated. These specific combinations were selected initially on the basis of 

technical judgment, but will be refined in Phase 2. In this step, discrepancies between ideal and actual facilities 

were mitigated by augmenhng each W t y  in question with one or more HITL facilities, via one of the integration 

configurations (IC) postulated in Step 3. Some ICs were shown to have more value than others, based upon the 

number of discrepancies eliminated. While some hcrepancies were readily eliminated by augmentation, others 

required upgrades to the origrnal facihty for their elimina~on. 

Em S t e ~ :  Comare Collocation And Electronic Linian~ As Means Of Integration Step 4 proved HITL 

augmentation to be of value in eliminating deficiencies. -'llus step compad-thm meIhods of achieving the ICs: 

electronic linkng, in which the facilities were connected electrically to form a real-tlme, distributed network; 

relocanon, in which the HITL facilrty (or parts thereof) were assumed moved to the same location as the facility 

being augmented; and repl~caflon, in which a copy of the HITL facility (or parts thereof) was constructed at the site 

of the faciliw bang augmented. while the original HTTL facility continued to operate in a stand-alone mode at the 

' For more information on this methodolog?, which employs the Scientific Method in conjunction with the DoD 
Acquisition Process. see GTM Report A-1 10 1 for AFTER dated 10 DEC 1993 : "A4ethodology for Defining EC 
Test Resources". This report is crucial to understanding the relationship and linkages between the EC Test 
Process and EC infrastructure requirements. The repon also lays the groundwork for the HTTL Study's 40 EC Test 
Requirements which the following example illustrates. 
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same location Thq$ ods were compared in terms of both techcal performance (by comparison to 

idealized integration) and cost. 

- 

Our M n g s  improved the performance of all other facilibes-mcluding AFEWES-in most - rr -*-* - 
test scenarios, by providing a many-on-many scenario generation capability for the distributed network, as well as 

early warningfp and RED man-in-the-loop IADS functions not available elsewhere. By comparison, AFEWES 

proved ody slightly less versatile; by virtue of its ability to provide realistic threat densities (including a greater 

vanety of closed-loop threats), the capability for testing in the IR domain, and real-time simulation of aircraft- 

missile terminal encounters, all of which ISTFs and OARS lack, it is useful for augmenting many tests in other 

facilties. 

For the composite HITL configuration, the integration of AFEWES and REDCAP approached the idealized HlTL 

facility. Only the lack of certain upgrades (e.g., phase AOA inter&&, multi-sensor situation awareness test 

capability) preclude the realization of this goal For the other composite configurations, augmentation by 

AFEWES and/or REDCAP eliminated most ISTF and OAR deficiencies. 

There are a few deficiencies that cannot be eliminated by HlTL augmentation without upgrades to one or more 

HZTL facilities. The most important among these upgrades were (1) a phase AOA interface for all HITLs and 

ISTFs, (2) a comprehensive cockpit simulator interface to AFEWES (or some other facility in the network). and (3) 

dynamic, real-time environment monitoringherif~cation at all EC test facilities. 

The results of the HITL Study show that the DoD IG's conclusions about IITTL facilities were in error. 9 1 4 s  

HITLs can indeed be used to augment the test capability of other facilities. Second, electronic linking i s  not only a 

technically viable alternative to collocation but also3hem6st~0s;effeCfi- o&-that augmentation 

(qxmfkally, linking is technically equivalent to collocation and costs an order-of-magmtude less). Whereas 

transport delay may impose some constraints upon the test configuration. these can be accommodated and do not 

compromise the utility of linked facility combinations. 
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1 €@TESTION: What are the skill levels and q !'now 
working on REDCAP? 

ANSWER: We cannot profess to have intimate and detailed 
knowledge of the skill levels of each staff member a t  REDCAP, the vast 
majority of which are contractors. However, some key REDCAP personnel 
have been associated with and trained at the Nellis Range Complex. The Air 

- - 
Force has played a primary role in building the credibility and fidelity 
REDCAP fields today. The knowledge a t  REDCAP only represents a small 
subset of the core IADSEW expertise resident a t  Nellis. 

2. QUESTION: What plans do you have to duplicate that staff or portion of 
the staff that  you need? 

ANSWER: Long term; we plan on uthzing the resident staff a t  the 
gaining organization. Short term; u t k a t i o n  of CALSPAN during the 
transition is under study. 

3. QUESTION: Where is the consideration of the cost for relocating the 
needed staff! 

ANSWER: See above answer. 

4. QUESTION: What portion of the REDCAP do you plan to move and to 
where? 

- - - - - -  -- - 
ANSWER: SCIF Gateway, Remote Interface, Reactive AI, OFF Line 

Support, SSDL, UDL, and Classrfied Material wlll be moved. AU would move 
to  Edwards under BRAC. REDCAP assets that are reactivated wdl be 
operated by ATIC staff. Capabhties to be decommissioned wdl also move, 
but a t  no cost to  BRAC. 
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i t h e  systems you are not moving, many have not been 
used recently because they simulate the FSU capabihties and that the FSU is 
not considered a threat currently. If the FSU became a threat, or more 
likely, d t h e  FSU exports these systems to areas of the world we consider - 

- ~ i y m , g e s u r r e c t  the ability to test against these systems? 

ANSWER: Assuming that the FSU systems are once again threats, 
the ATIC wdl be able to simulate realistic test scenarios by a combination of 
ECIT upgrades and former REDCAP assets. Except for SUAWACS, all 
systems to be decommissioned will be available in storage a t  ECIT for 
reintegration as  necessary.. 

6. QUESTION: Has anyone determined that the AFFTC infrastructure is 
compatible with REDCAP data structure and format? 

ANSWER: REDCAP data structure and format can be successfully 
integrated within currently planned ECIT upgrades to the ATIC, not the 
other way around. The ECIT design, which will consider all open 
architecture data format standards, w1.1 be able to accomodate REDCAP 
assets. 

7. QUESTION: If another ISTF test capabhty can accommodate REDCAP'S 
workload, why isn't this workload being done a t  that capabihty now rather 
than utilizing REDCAP at  close to 100% doing LADS testing? 

ANSWER: REDCAP'S capability will be integrated in the ECIT ISTF 
a s  a part of the workload projection. Separately, OAR range capabihties can 
meet the limited actual threat system evaluators required. 

8. QUESTION: Is this other capability so underutihzed that it can 
accommodate the nearly 100% workload from -R=AP- 

ANSWER: REDCAP has a small number of paying customers, and 
the other (0-4R) capability can absorb this relatively small workload. 

9. QUESTION: Can this othe:. capability simulate specific geographical 
locations such as  IK4Q. North Korea. etc.? 

ANSWER: yes. In addition. the currently planned ECIT upgrades to 
the ,ATIC will be able to represent these geographic locations and more. 
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10. QUESTION: Customers use RE 
which requires: 

Specfic geographic locations 
Specific types and generations of threat equipment 

- - 

Specific locations for this e q u i p ~ l r + " , ~ , ; ~ ~ - : - : ~  . . 

Specific and unique interconnects . ~ ~ , ~ u ~  ,iFhctJ+ 

Can this other capability accommodate the REDCAP'S ability to do Mission 
Level Assessment? 

ANSWER: Yes, in some cases completely and in some cases on a 
limited basis. To the extent this capability is dependent on REDCAP'S off line 
simulation capabihty, the capability is the same, as this capability is slated 
to move. Additionally, the ATIC will have the capabihty to perform a variety 

- 

of both DT&E and OT&E work on EW SUTs in both ISTF and HITL to 
include limited Mission Level Assessment against specrhc scenario IADS. 

11. QUESTION: Has there been adequate allowances for the relative cost 
differences for testing a t  this other capability? 

ANSWER: Yes. Movement of systems is slated to begin in Fk' 98, so 
customers have time to m o m  their programs Ifrequired. In any case, the 
thrust should be on long term savings to the taxpayer and not on individual 
program costs. 

12. QUESTION: Can this other capabihty test systems and techniques that  
are just concepts, such as the cross section of an aircraft before the aircraft is 
built or a jammer before it  is made f ight  worthy? 

ANSWER: Yes. this capability exists today. In addition , the ,4T;IC 
I&M programs currently underway in the ECIT will address test 
requirements for fused sensor testing of-planne-g-s in other 
spectra reeons (example. RF and IR). 

13. QUESTION: What value do test customers realize by testing their 
equipment or techniques against the "off line simulation capabhty"? 

ANSWER: This is a question better suited for the customers to 
answer. Reduced acquisition risk, regressivelrepeatable testing, test aircrew 
training, test scenario development at a more economic rate come to mind. -4s 
this capability has been and remains by far the most utilized of REDCAP'S 
capabilities, one can only assume it is of far more value than any other 
REDCAP capability. singly or in combination. 
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MEMORANDUM fa MR. SIEVE ACKERMAN 

FROM: Congressman Jack Quinn 

SUBJECT: Redcap Hearing 

DATE: 6/9/95 

Mr. Merman, 

I have endooed for your referen* two pages of questions I wwld like to have 
answered by the Airforce Briefer at the u p m l n g  Redcap Hearing. 

Your assistance in this matter would be greatly appreciated. 

very truly yours, 
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POINT PAPER 
ON 

CONGRESSM@.Q-U&YN9S ADDiTmNAL REDCAP INFORMATION 
? \  . s  

Outsourcing Why move REDCAP (and AFEWES) and insource an operation which has been 
outsourced for the last thirty years?, 

The activities associated with REDCAP will probably still be outsourced, as the Air Force 
already does so with many of its activities at Major Range and Test Facility Bases (MRTFBs). 
The only difference is that it will be located at AF'FT'C. 

Return on Investment; 

MILCON - The $6.2M cost addressed in Congressman Quinn7s information package assumes 
that no facility exists at the receiving end. In reality, there is currently 14,000+ sq ft of shielded 
and secure space available in the EAST Building at Edwards AFB CA. Projected workload will 
decrease this space over the next nine months only, and at least 10,000 - 12,000 sq ft will be 
available by mid-96, well ahead of any BRAC moves. The $0.7M MILCON cost addressed by 
the Air Force details the required building upgrades. 

MOVING -- Since the REDCAP equipment is not moving in its entirety, the $6.5M figure given 
by Congressman Quinn must be questioned. The COBRA model includes tear-down, pack&ng 
and shipping, and reassembly under the moving assumptions; whereas the Air Force estimate of 
$1.7M assumed limited teardown and reassembly (based on site survey) with most of the cost in 
packing and shipping, but not of the entire contents. Equipment deemed surplus will be properly 
disposed of. Also, care should be exercised in using raw COBRA moving data due.to the 
differences in volume and weight factors when doing the calculations. 

- i * = - - - -..3--- -- - 
MISSION -- The mission savings per year should approximate the Air Force figure of $0.8M 

! mainly due to the fact that not all of the equipment will be transferred directly to the Edwards 
AFB facility. Additionally, utility and computer maintenance costs will be arnrnortized across 
existing contracts, and should not be considered as separate costs, as noted in Congressman 
Quinn's background information. 





EC Test Process 
and 

AN ENABLING STRATEGY 
"One Stop Shopping" 



Guiding Principles 

OAR costs high 

Ground testing more affordable 

I - Simulations increasing in fidelity 
Integrated avionics require integrated testing 

I Collocation minimizes cost, schedule 

- "One stop shopping" for ground tests 

- Regional "one stop shopping" for OAR 



AF'ITE 

EC Testing (Facts of Life) 
Actual threat assets have become more readily 
available. 

EC testing demands of highly integrated weapon 
systems (F-22, JAST, etc. .). 

Fiscal constraints: T&E infrastructure and weapon 
system program offices budgets extremely austere and 
inelas tic 
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AFITE 

Synergisms for EC Testing 

Customer 
Reduced logistics support costs 

Collocated with air vehiclelavionics testing 
Coordinated with currentlfuture technology drivers 

Test Infrastructure 
Focused investment; reduced overhead costs 
Improved utilization of test resources 

Customer and Test Infrastructure 
Pooled technical expertise 

a Increased test efficiencies 





ELECTRONIC COMBAT (EC) 
TEST AND EVALUATION (T&E) REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS 

20 JUNE 1995 



PURPOSE 

PROVIDE BRAC RATIONALE 
FOR EC T&E REALIGNMENT 

RECOMMENDATIONS 
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PROPOSED EC REALIGNMENTS 

HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP 

99 REAL-TIME ELECTROMAGNETIC DIGITALLY CONTROLLED 
ANALYZER AND PROCESSOR (REDCAP), BUFFALO, NY 

,> AIR FORCE ELECTRONIC WARFARE EVALUATION 
SIMULATOR (AFEWES), FT WORTH, TX 

OPEN AIR RANGE 

9 ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (EMTE), EGLlN 
AFB, FL 

CAP-COUP PPT 10 



REDCAP PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE APPROXIMATELY 50% OF REDCAP CAPABILITIES TO 
EDWARDS AFB, CA 

INTEGRATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP, OPEN-AIR RANGE, AND 
INSTALLED SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES 



w 

REDCAP RATIO.NALE 

LOW PROJECTED WORKLOAD (10% OF CAPACITY) 
I 

BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE IS DUPLICATED AT OTHER T&E 
FACILITIES 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED ELSEWHERE 

INCREASES T&E CAPABILITIES FOR INTEGRATED AVIONIC 
SUITES 

SAVES I&M AND 0&M FUNDS 

CO-LOCATES GROUND AND OPEN AIR CAPABILITIES FOR 
SYNERGISM 

NOM-CORE T&E ACTIVITY 



REDCAP UTILIZATION 

I 

9 1 4 1 1 

NUMBER OF SYSTEMS 

CAP-COUP PPT 13 



AFEWES PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE APPROXIMATELY 50% OF AFEWES CAPABILITIES 

" R,ADlO FREQUENCY CAPABILITIES TO EDWARDS AFB, CA 

" INFRARED CAPABILITIES TO EGLlN AFB, FL 

INTEGRATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP, OPEN-AIR RANGE, AND 
INSTALLED SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES 



w 

AFEWES RATIONALE 

LOW PROJECTED WORKLOAD (28% OF CAPACITY) 

BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE DUPLICATED ELSEWHERE 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED 
ELSEWHERE 

INCREASES T&E CAPABILITIES FOR INTEGRATED 
AVIONIC SUITES 

SAVES I&M AND O&M FUNDS 

CO-LOCATES GROUND AND OPEN AIR CAPABILITIES 
FOR SYNERGISM 

NON-CORE T&E ACTIVITY 
CAP-TOMP PPT 7 



V 

AFEWES UTILIZATION 

NUMBER OF SYSTEMS 

CAP-COhfP PPT 12 



EMTE PROPOSAL 

RELOCATE 17 THREAT SIMULATORS TO NELLIS RANGE 
COMPLEX 

RETAIN 12 EMITTER-ONLY SYSTEMS AT EGLlN FOR TRAINING 
AND MUNITIONS TESTING 



EMTE RATIONALE 

PROVIDES MORE OPERATIONALLY REALISTIC T&E 
CAPABILITIES 

MOST TESTING CAN BE ACCOMMODATED 
ELSEWHERE 

SYSTEMS ARE 90% DUPLICATIVE 

SAVES I&M AND O&M FUNDS 

CAP-COMP Pf'T 6 
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AIR FORCE OPEN AIR EC RANGES 

NELLIS RANGE COMPLEX, NV 

99 DESIGNATED AS A BRAC RECEIVER SITE 

ELECTROMAGNETIC TEST ENVIRONMENT (EMTE), 
EGLlN AFB, FL 

99 BRAC FUNCTIONAL VALUE = 65 



CAPABILITIES COMPARISON 
(TYPESINUMBER) 

TYPE SIMULATOR 

SHOOTERS 
RECIREW 
EWlACQlGCl 
c2 
ACFT 
AIA MISSILES 

ACTUAL 

TOTAL 751270 
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SUMMARY 

REALIGNMENT PROPOSALS REDUCE NUMBER OF 
ACTIVITIES SUPPORTING EC T&E 

CO-LOCATE HARDWARE-IN-THE-LOOP AND INSTALLED 
SYSTEMS TEST FACILITIES FOR INCREASED CAPABILITY 
TO EVALUATE INTEGRATED AVIONIC SUITES 

PROVIDES MORE OPERATIONALLY REALISTIC OPEN AIR 
TEST ENVIRONMENT 

SAVES OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE (O&M) AND 
IMPROVEMENT AND MODERNIZATION (I&M) FUNDS 





1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Eglin AFB - AFMC 
Section I 

1. Force Structure 
I.l.A List of all on base NAF' and non-Air Force activities: 

I. 1 .A. 1 
I.l.A.2 
I. 1 .A.3 
1.1 .A.4 
I. 1 .AS 
1.1 .A.6 
I.l.A.7 
I. 1 .A.8 
I. 1 .A.9 

I. 1 .A. 10 
1.1 .A.11 

I. 1 .A. 12 
I. 1 .A. 13 
I. 1 .A. 14 
I. 1 .A. 15 
I. 1 .A. 16 
I. 1 .A. 17 
I. 1 .A. 18 
I. 1 .A. 19 
Ll.A.20 
I. 1 .A.21 
I. 1 .A.22 
1.1 .A.23 
1.1 .A.24 
I. 1 .A.25 
1.1 .A.26 
1.1 .A.27 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.01 

Unit or Activity: 
6th Ranger Training Battalion 
W S  
Adrmnistration 
Aero Club 
Arts and Crafts 
Billeting 
Bowl~ng Lanes 
Child Development Ctr 
D R M O ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~  

Defense Commissary Svc 
Defense Criminal Investigative Svc 
Defense Finance and Accounting Svc 
Defense Investigative Svc 
Defense Printing Svc 
FAA Representative 
Federal Prison Camp 
Fitness Center 
Ft Rucker Recreation Area 
Golf Course 
HRO 
Jackson Guard 

Personnel 
Officer 

11 
Enlisted 

139 

P- 

Library 
Logistics 
Marketing 
NAFFMB 
NCO Club 
Officers Club 

- 
1 

1 

2 
15 
68 
53 

Authorizations for 
Civilian 

6 
333 

2 
7 
5 

64 
18 
28 
23 
95 

5 
46 
13 
12 
1 

149 

3 
45 
4 

1 
1 
0 
2 

15 
68 
53 

FY93/4 
Total 

156 
333 

2 
7 
5 

64 
18 
28 
23 
95 

5 
46 
13 
12 
1 

149 
0 
3 

45 
4 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

1.1 .A.32 !US Postal Service I -1 -1 121 1 d 

Eglin AFB - AF'MC 
1.1 .A.28 
1.1 .A.29 
I. 1 .A.30 
I. 1 .A.3 1 

I I. 1 .A.38 (veterinary Clinic (same as USA Vet DET) -1 -1 -1 01 

I. 1 .A.33 
I. 1 .A.34 
1.1 .A.35 
I. 1 .A.36 
1.1 .A.37 

Okaloosa County Schools 
Outdoor Recreation 
Recreation Center 
US Coast Guard 

RemotdGeographically Separated Units receiving more then 50% of Base Operational Support from the base: 

1 
30 

USA Corps of Engineers 
USA Missile Command -- 
USA Reprogramming & Analysis Team 
USA Vet Detachment 
USN Ex~losive Ordanance 

I. 1 .A.39 k t h  Activities 

I. 1 .B. 1 Supported Unit: 16 Special Operations Wing GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Hurlburt Field, FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Claims processing; Civilian pay; Information Mgt, CPO; Aircraft Maint; Audio-Visual; Comm; Confinement; Base 

Comprehensive Plan; Realty; Range Operations; Laundry; Medical, Personal Property Movement 
I. 1 .B.2 Supported Unit: 20 Surveillance Sq GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Site C-6, Eglin AFF3, FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full Base Operations Support (BOS) 

I. 1 .B.3 Supported Unit: 3 13 Tech Trng Sq GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Corry Station, Pensacola FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Social Actions; Police Services; Information Mgt; Confinement; Education Services; Finance; Health Services; Supply; 

Legal; Military Personnel; Contracting. 
1.1 .B.4 Supported Unit: 502 LSS GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Eglin AFB Rec Site REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full BOS 

1.1 .B.5 Supported Unit: 6 Ranger Bn GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Camp Rudder, FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full BOS 

- - -  

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.02 

- 

1 

20 

TOTAL: 

1 
104 

10 
1 
4 

13 

10 
1 

4 
2 

137 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Eglin AFB - AFMC 
I.I.B.6 Supported Unit: 919 SOW GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 

Location: Duke Field, FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full BOS 

I. 1 .B.7 Supported Unit: Coast Guard Station GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Destin FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full BOS 

1.1 .B.8 Supported Unit: Fort Rucker GSU GSU - Geographically Separated Unit 
Location: Eglin AFB Rec Site, FL REM - Remote Unit 
Support provided: Full BOS 

- 
15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.03 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Emn AFB - AFMC 
2. Operational Effectiveness 

A. Air Traffic Control 
ATCALS - Air Traffic Control and Landing Systems 
NAS - National Airspace System 

I.2.A.1 Some of the base ATCALS are ofllcially part of the NAS. 

I.2.A.2 Details for specific ATC facilities: 

1.2.A.4 The primary instrument runway is designated 19 

80000 operations were conducted this runway during calander year 1993 

I.2.A.5 Known or potential airspace problems that may prevent mission accomplishment: 

Records not kept for individual runways. 

1.2.A.6 The base does Not experience ATC delays. 

(A.2) ATC Summary: (A3) Detailed traffic counts. 

B. Geographic Location 

Total Civil 
Traffic Count 

3 223984 86147 

3 2087 19 52325 

I.2.B.1 Nearest major primary airlift customer: FORT BENNING 
Nearest major primary airdrop customer: FORT RUCKER 

I.2.B.2 Distance to foward deployment Air Bases: 

Lajes AB: 2969 NM 

distance 

distance 

Military 
Traffic Count 

137837 

156394 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.04 

ILS 
Traffic Count 

13871 

NIA 

Non-PAR 



Rota AB: 
Hickam AFB: 

UNCLASSIFIED 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Eglin AFB - AFMC 

RAF Mildenhall: 4041 NM 

i n w a y  >= 3,000ft 
runway >= 8,000ft 

airfield, runway + 10,000ft 
airfield, runway >= 3,000ft 

Militzyy or civilian airfield, runway >= 8,000ft 
or civilian airfield, runway >= 10,000ft 
airfield, runwav >= 8.000h for ca~able  

C. Training Areas (Special Use Airspace (SUA), Ranges, Military Training Routes (MTRs), Drop Zones @Zs), 
Military Operating Areas (MOAs)) 

Name 
HURLBURT FLD 
HURLBURT FLD 
TYNDALL AFB 
Destin Airport 

short term operations 
runway >- 10,000Zfor capable 

term operations 

- 
Distance from 
Base - 
9 - 
9 - 
55 - 
5 - 

Hurlburt Field 
Tyndall AFB 

9 - 
56 - 

Other runways on base can be used for emergency landings. 

Dannley Field 

Birmingham Airport 

I.2.C.1 Supersonic Air Combat Training (ACBT) MOAs and warnindrestricted areas, with a minimum size of 4,200 sq NM, within 300 NM: 

11 1 

186 

Area Name 
W-151 A,B,C,D 
$GGA 

I.2.C.2 MOAs and waningliestricted areas, with a minimum size of 2,100 sq NM and an altitude block of at least 20,000 ft, within 200 NM: 
Area Name 
W-151A 
W-151B 
W-470 A,B,C,D,E 

Diistann 
69 NM 

269 NM 

Distance 
33 NM 
76NM 
137 NM 

1.2.C.3 Low altitude MOAs and warningirestricted areas, with a minimum size of 2,100 sq NM and a floor no greater than 2,000 ft, within 600 
NM: 

Area Name Distance 
W-470 A,B,C,D,E 

Area Name 
W-155 A,B 
W-168 A,B,C 

- 
Area Name Distance Area Name 
W-151 A,B,C,D 69 N M  W-155 A,B 
W-155B 

Area Name 
W-151A 3 

Distance 
75 NM 

274 NM 

Distance 
75 NM 

115NM 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.05 

~istance--eI~rea 
33 NMIw-151 A,B,C,D 

Name 
69 NM~W-155 A,B 

Distance 
75 NM 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Egliin AFB - AF'MC 

NM: 

W-151B 76NM W-155B 
-W-470 A,B,C.DE 137NM W-168A 
\V-92 281 NM W-158A 
W- 174A 343 NM W-497A 
W-174 A,B,C,DP,G 373 NM W- 174B 
W-132 A,B 397 NM W- 157B 
J- 177A 432 NM W-161A,BIW-l77A,B 
W-157C 453 NM W-602 
.W-465 A,B,C, 500NM W-122J 
Mr-228C 549 NM - 

I ,  
584 NM W-228D 

Nearest Air Combat Maneuvering Instrumentation (ACMI) range and distance from base: 

E a ~ ~ ~ ~  MDS 1 10 NMj 

Nearest hll-scale, heavyweight (live drop or inert) range and distance from base: 

ELIN C52 11 NMI 
Total number of slow mutes (SR) / visual routes (VR) /instrument mutes (IR) with entry poinh within: 

Type of Route: 
IR 
SR 
VR 

90NM 
269 NM 
338 NM 
364NM 
384 NM 
409 NM 
441 NM 
458 NM 
517 NM 
559NM 
571 NM 
590 NM 

korable range complexes / target arrays (capable of or having tactical targets, conventional targets, and strafe), *thin 

100 NM 
8 
4 
9 

,W-151D 
W- 168 A,B,C 
W-157A 
W-132A,B/W-134rW-157A 
W-158B 
W-497 A,B 
W-497B 
W-174D 
W-1221 
y-122D 

Distance Area Name 
11 NM EGLIN C62 
136 NM GRAND BAY 
263 NM AVON PARK BRAVOIF0 
334 NM POINSETT 
5 14 NM JEFFERSON PROVING G 

USAF DARE C O W  
654 NM FALCON 
766 NM 

115NM 
274 NM 
341 NM 
3 7 l G  
390 NM 
431 NM 
443 NM 
470 NM 
520 NM 

150 NM 
13 
12 

58 17 

W-122F 

Nearest electronic combat @C) range and distance from base: 

&BY EAST 132 NM 

Distance 
18 NM 
177 NM 
321 NM 
366 NM 
5 1 4 NM 
61 9 NM 
664 NM 

102 
- 

UNCLASSIFIED 

24 

200 NM 
16 
13 

Area Name 
SHELBY EAST 
TOWNSEND 
AVON PARK CHARLEE 
RAZORBACK 
ATIERBURY 
NA W DARE COUNTY 
SMOKEY HILL 

400 NM 
49 
30 

Distance 
132 NM 
262 NM 
329 NM 
476 NM 
528 NM 
622 NM 
744 NM 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Eglin AF'B - AFMC 

kotal Routes: I 211 42) 531 1371 2391 4 3  
Identify Routes: 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.07 

JR-030 15 NM 
SR-104 22 NM 
VR-1020 82 NM 
VR-1021 93NM 
VR-1005 102 NM 
SR-069 124 NM 
VR-1067 127 NM 
SR-038 136 NM 
\--I79 151NM 
IR-044 185 NM 
VR- 1072 207 NM 
01-019 213NM 
SR-036 228NM 
VR- 1001 240 NM 
VR-1032 25 1 NM 
VR-1016 267 NM 
IR-051 282 NM 
VR-1003 290 NM 
IR-018 312NM 
VR-058 319 NM 
SR-105 330 NM 
IR-055 342NM 
VR-088 364 NM 
SR-059 388 NM 
IR-157 401 NM 
SR-222 412 NM 
SR-230 412 NM 
IR-034 43 1 NM 
VR-093 456 NM 
IR-592 465 NM 
WL-1 104 472 NM 
SR-224 483 NM 

514NM 

IR-031 15 NM 
SR-106 22 NM 
IR-038 89 NM 
VR-1070 95NM 
SR-029 109 NM 
SR-071 124 NM 
IR-063 127 NM 
VR-1065 141 NM 
SR-030 157NM 
VR-1066 189 NM 
IR-066 208 NM 
IR-046 217NM 
SR-037 228NM 
VR- 1006 241 NM 
VR-1052 255 NM 
IR-047 270 NM 
IR-050 282 NM 
VR-1196 293 NM 
IR-160 313 NM 
VR-1059 324NM 
VR-095 331 NM 
IR-002 348 NM 
VR-1087 373 NM 
SR-060 388 NM 
IR-174 401 NM 
SR-221 412 NM 
SR-237 412 NM 
IR-056 43 1 NM 
IR-053 460 NM 
IR-127 466 NM 
IR-726 473 NM 
VR-189 485 NM 
VR-085 516NM,VR-086 

IR-057 22 NM 
IR-021 29 NM 
IR-037 93 NM 
VR-060 100NM 
IR-017 11 1 NM 
SR-070 124 NM 
SR-039 128 NM 
IR-032 144NM 
VR-1054 164NM 
VR-094 192 NM 
VR- 105 1 208 NM 
VR-1008 218NM 
SR-040 228NM 
VR- 1007 241 NM 
IR-020 257 NM 
VR- 1049 270 NM 
SR-102 284NM 
IR-042 294 NM 
IR-161 313NM 
SR-166 325 NM 
VR-097 334 NM 
IR-075 351 NM 
VR-1088 373 NM 
SR-062 388 NM 
VR-106 402NM 
SR-220 412NM 
SR-232 412NM 
IR-120 447 NM 
SR-239 460 NM 
VR-187 466 NM 
VR-1726 473 NM 
VR-1182 493 NM 

516NM 

SR-103 22 NM 
VR-1082 32 NM 
IR-040 93 NM 

VR-1017 I l l  NM 
SR-072 124 NM 
SR-031 130 NM 

VR-1033 169NM 
IR-077 197 NM 
VR-1050 208 NM 
SR-137 219NM 
VR-1002 231 NM 
IR-089 247 NM 
VR-1039 258 NM 
IR-068 271 NM 
VR-1011 286 NM 
VR-1068 294 NM 
IR-078 316NM 
SR-073 326 NM 
VR-1041 334 NM 
IR-079 355 NM 
VR-1089 377 NM 
SR-225 388 NM 
VR-087 408 NM 
SR-226 412 NM 
SR-227 412NM 
VR-1102 447 NM 
VR-1040 462 NM 
IR-743 467 NM 
IR-012 477 NM 
VR-188 497 NM 
IR-129 518NM 

SR-101 22 NM 
VR-1085 32 NM 
VR-1023 93 NM 

VR-1022 113 NM 
VR-1056 126 NM 
VR-1030 130 NM 

VR-1031 172NM 
VR-1014 197 NM 
IR-067 208 NM 
IR-091 225NM 
VR-1010 233NM 
VR- 1004 249 NM 
IR-023 262 NM 
IR-049 282 NM 
IR-033 287 NM 
IR-083 299 NM 
IR-090 316NM 
SR-074 326 NM 
VR-1055 334 NM 
IR-080 355 NM 
IR-121 384NM 
SR-061 388 NM 
SR-218 412NM 
SR-229 412NM 

IR-059 22NM 
VR-1084 32 NM 
VR-1024 93 NM 

VR-I083 117 NM 
IR-041 127 NM 
IR-015 132 NM 

IR-016 178NM 

IR-069 209 NM 
SR-035 228NM 
VR-1097 236NM 
IR-070 251 NM 
VR-092 267 NM 
VR- 1098 282 NM 
VR-1009 288 NM 
SR-075 308 NM 
IR-048 318 NM 
SR-238 327 NM 
IR-036 335 NM 
IR-074 358 NM 
VR-1103 384NM 
IR-081 394NM 
SR-219 412NM 
SR-231 412NM 

VR-1013 413 NM IR-082 424NM 
IR-022 450 NM VR-1060 450 NM 
IR-035 465 NM VR-1069 465 NM 
VR-1743 467 NM IR-164 472 NM 
VR-1074 480 NM SR-223 483 NM 
VR-1721 509 NM SR-228 510 NM 
IR-721 522NM I! VR-1667 526NM 



'Cvr w 
UNCLASSIFIED 

3 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Eglin AFB - AFMC 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.08 



UNCLASSIFIED 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Eglin AFB - AFMC 

I.2.C.9 IR-429 is the closest 400 series Military Training Route (MTR) which leads into the Tactics Training Range Complex ('ITRC). Point 
A is 1069 N M  from the base. 

I.2.C.10 Total number of Air Refueling (AR) routes with anchor points for refueling anchors or air refueling control points (ARCPs) for 
refueling tracks within: 

1.2.C.lO.a Routes and distance to route's control point: 

1.2.C.lOb The total number of refueling events within: 
500 NM 700 NM 
b 9 3  15363 1 

Refueling Route Distance 

I=-200 95 NM 
AR-302 EAST 212NM 
AR-216 NORTHEAST 232 NM 
AR-101 SOUTH 293 NM 

AR-108 EAST 305 NM 
AR-203 NORTHEAST 344 NM 
Racoon MOA 384NM 
AR-3 15 WEST 411 NM 
AR-207SW SOUTHW 438 NM 
AR-202AN ALTERNA 449 NM 

AR-455 WEST 462 NM 

I.2.C.lOd Percentage of tanker demand in region: 27.0 
Percentage of tankers based in region: 9.0 

Refueling Route Distance 

AR-627 169NM 

AR-646 220 NM 
AR-615 238 NM 

AR-618 3 14 NM 
AR-216 SOUTHWEST 352 NM 
AR-600 401 NM 
AR-111 EAST 422 NM 

AR-328 440 NM 
AR-202N NORTH 452 NM 
AR-638 467 NM 

Track Ditance Events 
AR-302 195 NM 445 
AR-203 344 NM 223 
AR-110 508NM 

Tanker saturation within the region has been classi6ed as tanker Poor 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 1.09 

Refueling Route Distance 

AR-103 191 NM 
AR-655 222 NM 
AR-716 244 NM 

AR-620 320 NM 
AR-633B 358 NM 
AR-I11 WEST 403 NM 
AR-315 EAST 423 NM 
AR-455 EAST 443 NM 
AR-617 459 NM 

1.2.C.10~ The nearest concentrated receiver area (AR track with at least 500 events) is 384NM from the base." 

Track Ditance Events 
AR-101 229 NM 217 
Racoon 384 NM 1829 

596AR-112 508NM 

Refueling Route Distance 

AR-302 WEST 195 NM 
AR-101 NORTH 229 NM 
AR-108 WEST 247 NM 

AR-2MNE NORTHEA 327 NM 
AR-633A 375 NM 
AR-601 404 NM 
AR-203 SOUTHWEST 426 NM 
AR-313 NORTH 448 NM 
AR-202s SOUTH 462 NM 

Track Distance Events 
AR-216 232 NM 64 
AR-I I I 403 NM 303 

360AR-102 582NM 10 

Track Distance Events 
AR-108 247 NM 140 
AR-455 443 NM 372 
AR-016 615NM 157 
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Drop zones @Zs) listed in AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) within 150 NM with a minimum size of 700 by 1000 yards: 
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I .  Closest primary landing zone (LZ) listed in AMC Pamphlet 55-57 (9 Jun 94) with a minimum size of 3000 by 60 ft: 

-- 

AUX FLD 6 14 NM 

REhlAGEN REVERSE 
RIM 
SANDY DOG 
SHELBY 
TAYLORS CREEK 
WHITE FALCON 

1.2.C.13 Nearest full scale drop zone(s) (minimum size 1000 by 1500 yds) which can be used for personnel drops or night equipment drops: 

r I 1 T o u t e  count 1 

1.2.C.14 Name and diitance to ground force installation (US Army, USMC) with a restricted airspace capable of supporting tactical aircraft 
employment (floor no higher than 100 ft  AGL, ceiling no lower than 3,00 ft AGL, minimum area 25000 sq NM> 

IR-023 
IR-034 
IR-015 
SR-029 
IR-023 
IR-015 

Name 
ELIZABETH WEST 

FORT STEWART 268 NM 

IR-048 
SR-101 

SR-101 
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SR-038 
IR-046 
IR-057 
SR-030 
SR-038 
IR-057 

Distance 
10 NM 

IR-047 
IR-059 
SR-03 1 

IR-059 

IR-049 
SR-103 

SR-103 

Night? 
/ 

IR-050 
SR-104 

SR-104 

Personnel? 
/ 

- 
IR-055 
/ ~ ~ - 1 0 6  

SR-106 

Equipment? 
d 

IR-056 
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D. Ranges 

Ranges (Controlled/managed by the base) 
I.2.D.1 Ranges controlled or managed by the base: 

SEE ADDENDUM 

Information relative to each range: 

RANGE: SEE ADDENDUM 
I.2.D.2 Type of any associated airspace: R-2915, R-2918, R-2914, R-2919 

1.2.D.3 Distance from the base to the range: 5 N M  

I.2.D.4 Overall size of the range: 55,822,770 Acres 
1.2.D.4.a Size of the impact area(@: 55,396,342 Acres 

1.2.D.4.b Size of the restricted area in which the range lies: 1,144 Sq Mi 
1.2.DA.c Altitude ceilingof this restricted area: 50,000 ft 

I.2.D.5 The range shape or location DOES NOT prohibit effjcient trainiig 

I.2.D.6 Other types of restrictions that exist (i.e. limited hours, exercise only, etc): 
MINOR OR NONE 

I.2.D.7 Regular users (20 or more times bear) of the range: 

15 SOS 

307 FS 
39 FTS 
40 FTS 
55 SOS 
58 SOS 
59 SOS 
60 FS 
68 FS 
69 FS 
711 SOS 
8 SOS 
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95 FS 

1.2.D.8 Published availability of the range: 
24 HOURS A DAY, 7 DAYS A WEEK 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.D.8.a Hours scheduled: 
1.2.D.8.b Hours used: 

1.2.D.8.c Percent utilized: 

I.2.D.9 The range has a full-scale weapons delivery capability as follows: 

Tests include sled track, arena, air to surface drops and missile launches from ground and aircraft, including the 86,500 sq mi over water 
ranges. 

1.2.D.9.a Associated restrictions: 

1.2.D.10 The range has a special weapons delivery capability as follows: 

Includes HELLFIRE, Maverick, GBU 15 , AMRAAM, Tomahawk Cruise Missile, Sensor Fuzed Weapons. 

1.2.D.lO.a Associated restrictions: 

1.2.D.11 The range has an electronic warfare capability as follows: 

SEE ADDENDUM. 

1.2.D.ll.a Associated restrictions: 

1.2.D.12 List of Noise Sensitive Areas (NSAs) associated with the range: 

1.2.D.13 There are no commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the range 
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1.2.D.14 The range has No problems with hazardous material / wastel ordinance disposal 

1.2.D.15 There are No MOUs, MOAs or LOAs associated with the range 

I.2.D.16 It is possible to expand hours to increase the range utilization, volume can Not be expanded. 

I.2.D.17 There are No planned range real property expansions. 

Ranges (Used by the base) 
1.2.D.18 The base uses other ranges on a regular basis 

I.2.D.19 The mission and training is Not adversely impacted by training area airspace encroachment or other conflicts. 

1.2.D.20 MOAshombing rangedother training areas have scheduling restrictionsNmitations as follows: 

1.2.D.20.a See ADDENDUM They are scheduled on a priority basis. Eglin's operational units, the 33 FW and the 919 SOW, use 
the Eglin test ranges for training. Training use of the prime test ranges is limited during normal test 
operations hours (0700- 1700). 

1.2.D.21 MOAs/bombing rangeslother training areas have No projected scheduling restrictions/limitations. 

1.2.D.22 No significant changes/restrictionSnimitations effecting the scheduling of low level routes in progress. 
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E. Airspace Used by Base 
I.2.E.1 Airspaces scheduled or managed by the base: 

Eglin A East and West 
Eglin B 
Eglin C 
Eglin D 
Eglin E 
Eglin F 
R-2914 A 
R-2914 B 
R-2915 A 
R-2915 B 
R-2915C 
R-2918 
R-2919 A 
R-2919 B 
Rose Hill 
W-151 
W-470 

MOA 
Other 
MOA 
MOA 
MOA 
MOA 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
Restricted Area 
MOA 
Warning Area 
Warning Area 

Details for airspace scheduled or managed by the base: 

Airspace: Eglin A East and West 

I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

I.28.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionsMternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 
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I.2B.4 Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 

1000' AGL to but not including FL180, occasionally to 200' AGL by NOTAM, 0600-2100 Mon-Fri. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

Hours scheduled: 1,642 hrs 

Hours used: 1,367 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand volume to increase the airspace utilization, hours can Not be expanded. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

76 sq miles, 1.000 ft AGL to but not including FL, 180. 

50.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: Eglin B 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed int the 1970s. 

There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 
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I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. ! 
I.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 
1000' AGL to but not including FL 180,0600-21 00 Mon-Fri, hrs of use intermittent, other by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 
Hours scheduled: 696 hrs 
Hours used: 492 hrs 

Reascons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

191 sq miles, 1,000 ft AGL to but not including FL 180. 

98.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: Eglin C 

An emironmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 
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Eglin AFB - AFMC 
The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 
1000' AGL to but not including FL 180,0600-2100 Mon-Fri, hours of use intermittent, other by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 
Hours scheduled: 705 hrs 
Hours used: 512 hrs 
Reasons for non-use: 

Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test item/air& not available. 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

126 sq miles, 1,000 ft AGL to but not including FL 180 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: Eglin D 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 
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I.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.23.2.c The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives @OPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2B.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 
1000' AGL to 3000' AGL, 0600-2100 Mon-Fri, hours of use intermittent, other by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average &om 1990 to 93. 

Hours scheduled: 426 hrs 
Hours used: 316 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 
Testjtraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

Utiluation of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

1 10 sq miles, 1,000 ft AGL to 3,000 ft AGL. 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: Eglin E 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
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EgClin AFB - AFMC 
I.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

En~ironrnental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

1.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial I civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 
Surface to but not including FL 180,0600-2100, Mon-Fri, hours of use intennittent, other by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 156 hrs 

1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 156 hrs 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

7 sq miles, surface to but not including FL 180. 

1.2.E.11 97.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 
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Airspace: Eglin F 
I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed int he 1970s. 

I.2B.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

I.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionsMternatives @OPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2B.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

S~lrface to but not including FL 180, Mon-Fri, hours of use intennittent, other by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

I.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 277 hrs 
I.2.E.7.b Hours used: 184 hrs 

1.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 
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7 sq miles, surface to but not including FL 180. 

1.2E.11 97.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2914 A 
I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed int eh 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives (DOPAA) dqes Not defiine base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 

Suuface to unlimited excluding airspace within R-2917, continuous for time of day and days of week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 4,93 1 hrs 
1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 3,691 hrs 

1.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
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I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand volume to increase the airspace utilization, hours can Not be expanded. 

I.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

450 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

2.E.11 98.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2914 B 

I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionsMternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

1.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated 4 t h  the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the b e ' s  special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

1.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

8500' to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 215 hrs 

1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 82 hrs 

I.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
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Testftraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemfaircraft not available. 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

72 sq miles, 8,500 ft to unlimited 

1 2 . 1 1  95.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2915 A 

1.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

I.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives @OPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

1.213 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

1.2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

Surface to unlimited,continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 
I.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 8,107 hrs 
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1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 6,305 hrs 

I.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
1.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

238 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

I.2B.11 100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2915 B 

I.2B.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

I.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives @OPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

L2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

1.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 
Surface to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 
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Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

I.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 2,856 hrs 
I.2.E.7.b Hours used: 2,199 hrs 

I.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test iternlaircraft not available. 

I.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

I.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

53 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

2.E.11 95.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 
Airspace: R-2915C 

I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
I.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

I.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 
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I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 
8500' to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 972 hrs 
1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 665 hrs 

1.2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itendaircraft not available. 

1.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
1.2.E.9 It is possible to expand volume to increase the airspace utilization, hours can Not be expanded. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

42 sq miles, 8500' to unlimited. 

1.2.E.11 100.0 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2918 
I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

I.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives @OPM) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPM was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

13B.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

-- 
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I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

1.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 
Surface to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 1,375 hrs 
I.23.7.b Hours used: 881 hrs 

I2.E.7.c Reasons for non-use: 
TesVtraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itern/aircraft not available. 

1.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
I.2.E.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

1.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

21 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

1.2.E.11 100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2919 A 
I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

1.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed ActiondAltenatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2B.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

- 
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1.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 

Surface to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

Hours scheduled: 1,375 hrs 
Hours used: 998 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 
Testltraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemlaircraft not available. 

Utilition of the airspace can be increased. 
It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

63. sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: R-2919 B 

I.2.E.2 An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 
1.2.E.2.a Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 

Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

1.2.E.2.b There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

I.2.E.2.c The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives OOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Eglin AFB - AFMC 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

Published availability of the airspace: 

8500' ft to unlimited, continuous for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 19M) to 93. 

Hours scheduled: 528 hrs 
Hours used: 284 hrs 

Reasons for non-use: 
TesVtraining requirements changed, weather cancellations, test itemfaircraft not available. 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

I t  is possible to expand volume to increase the airspace utilization, hours can Not be expanded. 

Description of the volume or  area of the Airspace: 

57 sq miles, 8500' to unlimited. 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: Rose Hill 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial 1 civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 
Eglin AFB - AF'MC 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

L2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

8000' to FL 230 or as assigned by ATC, 0600-1 800, Mon-Fri, other times by NOTAM. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 1,239 hrs 
1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 1,239 hrs 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

640 sq miles, 8,000 ft to JX 230. 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: W-151 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

The current Description of Proposed Actions/Alternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Egllin AFB - AFMC 

I.2.E.4 Commercial /civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

1.2.E.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I.2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

I.2.E.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

Siuface to unlimited, intermittent for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 

I.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 6,735 hrs 
I.2.E.7.b Hours used: 6,735 hrs 

Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 
It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

9690 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Airspace: W-470 

An environmental analysis has been conducted for this airspace. 

Status of the environmental analysis and supplement: 
Environmental analysis was completed in the 1970s. 

There are problems No associated with the environmental analysis. 

The current Description of Proposed ActionslAlternatives (DOPAA) does Not define base operations. 

The DOPAA was Not used in the latest environmental analysis and supersonic waiver. 

Explanation for any lack of reports: 
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Eelin AFB - AFMC 

I.2.E.3 There are No Noise Sensitive Areas associated with the airspace. 

I.2.E.4 Commercial / civilian encroachment problems associated with the airspace: 

I.2B.5 There are No planned expansions (including new airspace) to the base's special use airspace. 

I2.E.6 There are No restrictions currently acting on this airspace 

128.7 Published availability of the airspace: 

S~uface to unlimited, intermittent for both time of day and days of the week. 

Range scheduling statistics (yearly average from 1990 to 93. 
1.2.E.7.a Hours scheduled: 4.43 1 hrs 

1.2.E.7.b Hours used: 4,43 1 hrs 

1.2.E.8 Utilization of the airspace can be increased. 

I.2B.9 It is possible to expand hours and volume to increase the airspace utilization. 

I.2.E.10 Description of the volume or area of the Airspace: 

5226 sq miles, surface to unlimited. 

I.2.E.11 100.00 percent of the airspace is usable. 

Commercial Aviation Impact 
L2.E.12 The base is Not joint-use (militaryJcivilian). 

1.2.E.13 L i t  of all airfields within a 50 mile radius of the base: 

I~irfield: 
l~eneral Aviation 

(Brewton, AL l~eneral Aviation 
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Eglin AF'B - AFMC 

~----lkonsfal, FL l~eneral Aviation 
Collier (Pvt), FL 
De Funiak Springs, FL 
DestinlFt Walton Beach, FL 
DUM 2 (Pvt), FL 
Eglin AF No 3, FL 
Ferrmson. FL 

Uncontrolled 
Uncontrolled 
General Aviation 
Uncontrolled 
Military 
Militarv 

Florala, AL 
Geneva, AL 
Golden Harvest (Pvt), FL 
Hurlburt Field, FL 1 

INAS Whiting. South, FL l~i l i tarv 1 

Uncontrolled 
Uncontrolled 
Uncontrolled 

Military 

~ ~ ~ e ~ a c o l a ,  
NAS Whiting, North, FL 

NOLF Bronson, FL (~ i l i t a ry  
NOLF Choctaw. FL 1 I~ilitarv 

Uncontrolled 
Military 
Military 

NOW Holley, FL I~ilitary 
NOLF Sank Rosa. FL k l~i l i tarv 
NOLF Suafley, FL 
ODUM (Pvt), FL 
Panama CityIBay Co Int, FL 
Pensacola Regional, FL 
Peter Prince, FL 
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Military 
Uncontrolled 
Commercial 
Commercial 
General Aviation 

Shields, FL 
Sikes, FL k 

- 

Uncontrolled 
General Aviation 

1.28.14 Civilian/commercial operators or other airspace users do Not pose scheduling, operational, or environmental constrains or limits. 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Eglin AF'B - AF'MC 
F. Potential for Growth in Training Airspace (Area) 

I.2.F.1 Expansion of training airspace is Not possible. 

I.2.F.2 Current access will remain the same. 

I.2.F.3 No reductions in training airspace are expected. 

I.2.F.4 Current special use airspace and training areas meet all training requirements. 

1.2.F.4.a Deployed, off-station training is not required to meet training requirements. 

G. Composite / Integrated Force Training 
I.2.G.1 Nearest Active Duty or Reserve ground combat unit where joint training can be accomplished and that has impact areas capable of 

tactical employment: 

FORT RUCKER 

63 NM from the base. 

1.2.G.2 DELETED 

I.2.G.3 Nearest Naval unit where joint training can be accomplished: 

Cecil NAS, Jacksonville FL 

250 mi from the base. 

I.2.G.4 Nearest Active Duty Air Force or ARC unit where dissimilar training can be accomplished: 

Dannelly Field, AL 

1 10 mi from the base. 

I.2.G.5 DELETED 

H. Missile Bases (AF Space Command) 
Applies to missile bases only. Responses are classified. 

I. Technical Training (Air Education and Training Command) 
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1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

- .  
Eglin AFB - AFMC - 

1.2.1 No technical training mission. 

J. Weather Data (AF Environmental Technical Applications Center) 
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1.2 J.l Percentage of time the weather is at or above (ceiling / visibility) 
a 200R/'/zrni: E 98.1 

1.2 J.2 Crosswind component to the primary runway: 
1.2 J.2.a Is at or below 15 knots 98.4 percent of the time 

1.2J.2.b Is at or below 25 knots 99.9 percent of the time 

1.2 J3 1 Days have freezing partcipitation (mean per year). 

b. 300R/lmi:  
97.3 

c. 1500f t /3d:  
88.0 

d. 3000ft/3rni: 
82.7 

e. 3000ft/5mi: 
80.5 



u 
UNCLASSIFIED 

-- 

1995 AIR FORCE BASE QUESTIONNAIRE 

Eglin AFB - AFMC 
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Section 11 
1. Installation Capacity & Condition 

A. Land 

II.l.A.1 
II.l.A.2 
II.l.A.3 
II.l.A.4 
II.l.A.5 
II.l.A.6 
II.l.A.7 
II.l.A.8 

B. Facilities 
II.l.B.1 From real property records: 

Site 
Bowman's Bavou Claus 
Caw San Blas 
E ~ l i n  AFB 
Field 10 
Field 3 
Field 6 
Field 9 
Redbav 

Description 
Off-Site 
Off-Site 
Main Base 

N a w  
r~uke field 
Ranger camp 
Hurlburt Fld 
Off-Site 

TOTALS: 462,77 1 19,439 

Total 
Acreage 

7 
520 

453.459 
173 

62 
6.634 

1 

Acreage 
Presently 
Developed 

6 
520 

1 1.056 

Acreage 
Suitable for 
New Development 

2.605 
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II.1.B.l.e 
- - - - .. .- . - . . .. 
11.1 .B.l.e.i 

11.1 .B. 1 .e.ii 
~ 

II.1.B.l .e.iii 
- -. - -. - .. . . 

II. 1 .B. 1 .e.iv 
..-- -- 

II.1.B.l.e.v 

11.1 .B.l .e.vi 
11.1 .B.l .e.vii 

11.1 .B.l .e.viii 
11.1 .B.l .e.ix 

II.1.B.l.e.x 
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211 
211-111 
21 1-152 
211-152a 
21 1-1 53 
211-154 
21 1157 
21 1-1 57a 
21 1-1 59 
211-173 
211-175 

- . 
11.1 .B.l.e.xi 
- . -- . - -- - 
11.1 .B.l .e.xii 
- ~- .~ 

II.1.B.l.e.xiii 

ll.l.B.l.f 

11.1 .B.l .f.i 

11.1 .~.l%i- 
-. 

Il.l.B.1 .f.iii 

11.1 .B.l .f.iv 

11.1 .B.1 .g. 
II. 1 .B. 1 .g.i 

11.1 .B.l .g.ii 

II.1.B.l.h 

Small Aircraft Maintenance Dock 

Fuel System Maintenance Dock 
Test Cell 

Maint-Guided Missiles 

Missile Assembly (Buil&Up) Shop 

Integrated Maintenance Facility (cruise Missiles) 
Tactical Missile Maintenance Shop 

Integrated Maintenance Facility 

Maintenance-Automotive 

TrailerIEquipment Maintenance Facility 

Refueling Vehicle Shop 

Weapons and Release Systems (Armament Sho 

211-177 
21 1-179 
211-183 
212 
212-212 

212-212a 
212-213 

212-220 
214 
214-425 
214-467 
215552 

11.1 .B.l .j.iii 

11.1 .B.l .k.i 

11.1 .B.l .k.ii 

11.1 .B.l .k.iii 

11.1.B.1.1 

11.1 .B.l.m 

II.l.B.l.n 

II.1.B.l.o 

II.1.B.l.p 

- - 

Maint-Electronics and Communications Equip 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF -- 
SF 

SF 

Maintenance Aircraft 

Maintenance Hanger 

General Purpose Aircraft Maintenance 

DASH 21 

Non-DestW~ve Inspection (NDI) Lab 
Aircraft Maintenance Unit 

Jet Engine Insection and Maintenance 
Contractor Operated Main Base Supply 

Aircraft Corrosion Control Hanger 
Large Aircraft Maintenance Dock 

Medium Aircraft Maintenance Dock 

217-713 
218-712 
218852 
218-868 
219 
310 
311 
312 
315 

SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 
.. - 

SF 

24,943 

47,357 

9,000 
14,654 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA 

ECM Pod Shop and Storage 

Aircraft Support Equipment Shopistorage Facility 

Survival Equipment Shop (Parachute) 

Precision Measurement Equipment Lab 

Maintenance-Installation, Repair, and Ops 

Science Labs 

Aircraft RDT&E Facilities 
- ---- 

Missile and Space RDT&E Facs 

Weapons and Weapon Syst RDTdE Facilities 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 

135,755 

59,665 
7,451 

11,000 
0 

0 
11,000 

0 
133,382 

105,955 

3,840 

20,575 

151,200 

59,665 
32,311 

NIA 
0 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

66,448 

132,352 

79.322 

0 

16,010 

NIA 

49,500 

0 

24,943 

47,357 

41,609 

14,654 

160,445 

229,747 

0 

72,566 

984,295 

NIA 

220,360 

146,000 

- 0 

4,600 . - - - ..- 
78.700 

82.796 

0 

68,877 
0 

69.160 

100.0 

96.0 
100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

82.0 

81 .O 
0.0 

73.0 

SF 
SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 

59.0 

90.0 

100.0 

0 
20,425 

0 

NIA 

105,955 

3,840 

20.575 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

82.0 

100.0 

100.0 

87.0 

1,009.51 0 

261,307 

243,812 

0 

4,100 

81,226 

101,169 

0 

60,991 
46,249 

0 . ~ -  

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 - .  
27.0 

14.0 

2.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

65.0 

32.0 

58.0 

100.0 

53.0 

100.0 

48.0 

100.0 

- ~. 

0.0 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
18.0 

19.0 

100.0 

0.0 

15,445 

0 

24,860 

NIA 

0 

0 
9,425 

0 

N/A 

0 

0 

0 

27.0 

8.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

18.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

3.0 

33.0 

68.0 

36.0 

0.0 

0.0 

46.0 

0.0 

0.0 

52.0 

0.0 
0.0 

50,438 

NIA 
29,822 

0 
0 

0 

32,609 

0 

NIA 

NIA 

NiA 

NIA 

NIA 

2.0 

0.0 

6.0 

0.0) 

0.01 

1.01 

0.01 

0.0 

0.01 

0.0 
0.0 

NIA 

40,947 

97,812 

0 
0 

2,526 
18,373 

0 

0 

46,249 
o 
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11.1 B . 1 7  

II.1.B.l.r 

II.1.B.l.s.i 

11.1 .B.l .t 

II. 1 .B.G.i 

11.1 .B.l .t.ii 

11.1 .B.l .t.iii 

II. 1 .B. 1 .t.iv 
11.1.8.1 .t.v 

II.1.B.l.u 

II.1.B.l.v 

11.1 .B.l .v.i 

11.1 .B.l .v.ii 

II. 1 .B. 1 .v.iii 

11.1 .B.l .v.iv 

11.1 .B.l .v.v 

II.1.B.l.w 

II.1.B.l.x 
II.1.B.l.y 

ll.l.B.1.z 

II.1.B.l.aa 

II.l.B.l .aa.i 

II. 1 .B. 1 .aa.ii 

II.1.B.l .bb 

Il. 1 .B.l .bb.i 
II.1.B.l.cc 

11.1.~.l.cc.i 

II.1.B.l.dd 

II.1.B.l.ee 
II.1.B.l.ff 

11.1.B.1 .gg 

-317 
31 8 
411-135 
422 
422-253 
422-258 
422-264 
422-265 
422-275 
441 
442 
442-257a 
442-258 
442-758 
442-758a 
442-758b 
510 

530 
540 

550 
610 
61(F144 
61(F144a 
721 
721912 
722 
722-351 
724 
730 
740 

852-273 

II.l.B.2 From in-house survey: 

- - 
Elect Comm & Elect Equip RDT&E Facilities 
Propulsion RDT&E Facilities 

Jet Fuel Storage 

Ammunition Storage Installation & Ready Use 

Multi-Cubicle Magazine Storage 
Above Grwnd Magazine 

Igloo Magazine 

Spare Inert Storage (Alternate Mission Equipmen 

Ancillary Explosives Facilii (Holding Pad) 

Storage-Covered Depot 1L Arsenal 

Storage-Covered-Installation & Organ 
Hydrazine Storage 

LOX Storage 

Base Warehousing Supplies and Equipment 

Base Warehousing Supplies and Equipment (W 
Warehousing Supplies and Equipment (AGS Par 

Medi i l  Center andlor Hospital 

Medi i l  Laboratories 
Dental Clinics 

Dispensaries andlor Clinics 

Administrative Buildings 

Munitions Maintenance Administration 
Munitions Line DeliweryIStorage Section 

Unaccompanied Enlisted (UEPH & VAQ) 
Unaccompanied Enlisted Dorm 

Dining Hall 

1 
Unaccompanied Officer Housing (OQ & VOQ) 

Personnel Support and Services Facilities 

Morale, Welfare, and Rec (MWR)-Interior 

Adt Support Equipment Storage 

Facility 
cWl0ry 

SF 

SF 

BL 
SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 
SF _ _ _ _ ,  
SF 

SF 

G A 

SF 

SF 

SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 

SF 
SF 

SF 

SF 

PN 

PN 

SF 

SF 

PN 

SF 

SF 

SY 

Units of 

NIA 

NIA 

64,286 
NIA 

14,974 

28,698 

60,532 
24,687 

4 

NIA 

NIA 

200 

8,277 

352,000 

0 

0 

NIA 
NIA 

NIA 

N/A 

NIA 

10,794 

0 

NIA 

2,197 

NIA ---- 
41,653 

NIA 

NIA 

NIA. 

18,916 

Code 
Current 
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Category Description Measure 

302,024 

1,807 

130,988 

135,990 

14,974 

28,698 

60,532 
24,687 

4 

0 

543,475 

200 

8,277 

423,660 

0 
0 

260,062 
2.040 

17,405 

4,188 
831,451 

13,949 

0 

3,326 

1,832 
18,752 

18,752 

212 

204,190 

686,030 

18,916 

r 

Percentage 

Capacity 

Percentage 

99.0 

100.0 

100.0 

97.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

84.0 

100.0 

90.0 

100.0 

96.0 

96.0 

9.0 
100.0 

0.0 

64.0 

98.0 

100.0 

81 .O 

75.0 

100.0 

99.0 

84.0 

91 .O 

100.0 

Cond e6) Code 1 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

91 .O 
0.0 

100.0 
0.0 

1 .O 
0.0 

0.0 

11.0 

15.0 

Cond w) Code 2 

-11 3.0 6.0 NIA 

1 .O 

0.0 

0.0 

3.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

16.0 

0.0 

0.0 
-- 

10.0 

0.0 

4.0 

4.0 

0.0 

0.0 
-- 

0.0 
0.0 

0.0 
36.0 

1 .O 
0.0 

0.0 

8.0 

10.0 

NIA 

NIA 

6f3,702 

NIA 
0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

N/A 
NIA 

0 

0 

71,660 
0 

0 
N/A 

NIA 

N/A 
NfA 

NIA 
3.155 

0 
NIA 

365 
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111.1 .B.l.a I111 [Aircraft Pavement-Runway(s) I SY 1 1,214,135) 44.01 56.01 0.01 

111.1 .B.I.~ 1112 
I I 

IAirfield Pavements-Taxiwavs 100.01 0 . 0 t o o l  

. . .  

-662 Dangerous Cargo Pad SY 19,276 100.0 
II.l.B.l.e Elec Power-Trans & Distr Lines LF 4,214,633 81.0 19.01 

0 . 1  -----GI -. 
I 1 1 .  J 1 I - - 

ll.l.B.l.f 1822 I~eat-~rans & Distr Lines I LF 1 44,2631 100.01 0.01 0.0 

Sewage and lndust Waste Collection (Mains) LF 659,2351 100.0 
Water-Distr Svs-Potable LF 91 7,4381 100.0 0.0 -. 

Ill.l.~.l.i 1843 -water- ire protection (Mains) 
I I I 

I LF I 1,0101 100.01 0.0i 0.01 

C. Family Housing (Facility Category Code 711) 

II.l.C.1 Capacity (housing Inventory) 

II.1.C.l.c.i A Market Analysis was Not used to answer the questions in Section 
II.1.C. 

II.1.C.l.a Number of adequate units from current DD Form 1410, line 18d: 

II.l.C.l.b Number of substandard units from current DD Form 1410, line I&: 

II.1.C.l.d FY95/4 projected net housing deficit (-) or surplus of units: 1-309 ] (includes officers and enl'ied extrapolated 
to N 9 5  if necessary, uses validated market 
analysis corrected to include realignment 
actions) 

2359 

0 

II.I.C.2 Condition 

II.1.C.l.c Current deficit (-) or surplus units in validated Market Analysis: 7 1  (includes E-1 - E3 requirements) 

II.l.C.2.a Number of adequate units meeting current whole-house standards of (includes projects programmed through 
accommodation and state of repair: 7 1  W994. Units meeting whole-house 

standards are those that were programmed 
after FYSS) 

II.l.C.2.a Number of adequate units requiring whole-house renovation or (Units meeting whole-house standards are 
replacement: [986 ] those that were programmed/ renovated 

after FY88). 

II.l.C.2.a Number of new housing units projected to meet current deficit. 10 
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II.l.C.3 Percentage of military families living on base as compared to the total number of families (officer and enlisted) assigned to the base 

II.l.C.3.a 16.0 percent of officer families live on base. 

II.l.C.3.b 39.0 percent of enlisted families live on base. 

II.l.C.3.a 34.0 percent of all military families live on base. 

2. Airfield Characteristics 
Runway Table: 

Dimensions: J~ross  l~ircraft Arresting Systems (II.2.I) 7 

II.2.A There are 3 active runways. 
II.2.A.1 There are 1 cross (30 degrees from primary) runways. 
II.2.B There are NO parallel runways. 

1I.2.C Dimensions of the primary runway (19). 

II.2.C.l Length: 10,000 ft 

II.2.C.2 Width: 300 ft 

I1.2.D Dimensions of all secondary runways are in the runway table. 
II.2.E The primary taxiway is 75 fi wide. 
II.2.F Determination if PRIMARY PAVEMENTS can support aircraft operations based on latest Air Force Civil Engineering Support 

Agency(AFCESA) Pavement Evaluation Report or the procedures in AFM 88-24 (Airfield Flexible Pavement Evaluation). 

An W E S A  Pavement Evaluation Report was used to complete this section. 

UNCLASSIFIED 
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II.~.F.S &t Tc-141 1 325 Kips I 50,000 Passes I Supports Now I Supports Now I S U ~ ~ ~ I  
II.2.G Excess aircraft parking capacity for operational use. 

II.2.G.1 The total usable apron space for aircraft parking is 748,484 Sq Yds. 

II.2.G.2 Permanently assigned aircraft currrently require 320,403 Sq Yds of parking space. 

II.2.63 472,939 Sq Yds of parking space is available for parking additional non-transient aircraft. 

II.2.G.4 The following factors limit aircraft parking capability: 

Pattern of existing aprons could be reshaped, or reformed, for greater efficiency and consolidation of aircraft parking. 

II.2.H The dimensions of the (largest) transient parking area: 7 1 -  
II.2.1 Details of operational aircraft arresting systems on each runway are in the Runway Table (11.2) 

II.2 J There are No critical features relative to the airfield pavement system that limit its capacity: 
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3. Utility Systems 

II.3.A The overall system capacity and percent current usage for utility system categories: 
Utility system 

II.3.A.1 
capacity unit of ~ e a s u r e  Percent Usage 

7 

water:[ 22.35 MOD M G D  - million gallons per day - 7 1 %  
MW - million watts Electrical distribution: 

Natural Gas: MCFID - million cubic feet per day 
High temperature water/steam 

generation/distribution:~01.9 MBTUH MBTUH - million British thermal r F d %  
units per hour 

II.3.B Characteristics regarding the utility system that should be considered: 

No. 

4. Aircraft Maintenance Hangar Facilities 
Specifications for general maintenance hangars and nose docks, excluding Depot and Test & Evaluation fhcilities. 

II.4.A.l Facility number: 72 Hanger 
Current Use: Corr Control 

II.4.A.2 Size (SF'): 3 1,552 SF 
II.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-130 

II.4.A.5 
II.4.A.6 
IIA.A.1 

Current Use: Maint hgr 
II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 38,340 SF 
II.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can CO 

II.4.A.5 
IIA.A.6 

- 
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II.4.A.1 Facility number: 103 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 38,440 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C- 1 19 

C m n t  Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 57,546 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-130 

(~argest unobstructed space inside the facility: 1300 ft 146 ft 
Facility number: 130 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 129.776 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-52 

Facility number: 138 Hanger 
Current Use: Flight Sys Maint 
Size (SF): 14,866 SF 
Largest aircraft the hangednose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-131 
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Facility number: 42 1 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 43,322 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: EB-57 

Current Use: Flight Sys Maint Hydrazine 
Size (SF): 2,583 SF 

the hanger/ nose dock can CO 

Current Use: Maint Dock DIMENSIONS FOR EACH OF 5 DOCKS IN BLDG 
Size (SF): 57,408 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: B-1 

Facility number: 1339 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Dock 
Size (SF): 18,807 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C- 1 4 0  

-- 
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IIA.A.1 Facility number: 1343 Hanger 

Current Use: Main Dock 
IIA.A.2 Size (SF): 33,998 SF 
Il.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETE 

IIA.A.5 
II.4.A.6 
IIA.A.1 

Current Use: Maint Dock 
II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 36,968 SF 

Current Use: Corr Control 
II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 1 1.050 SF 
II.4.A.34 Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY 

II.4.AS 
II.4.A.6 
IIA.A.1 

Current Use: Corr Control 
II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 1 1,050 SF 
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Facility number: 3020 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Dock 
Size (SF): 23,876 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-7 

Facility number: 3025 Hanger 
Cumnt Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 58,846 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger1 nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: T-29 

Facility number: 3029 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Dock 
Size (SF): 22,373 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-7 

Facility number: 3057 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Hgr 
Size (SF): 33,834 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-9 

.- 
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IIA.A.1 Facility number: 3087 Hanger 
Current Use: Maint Dock 

II.4.A.2 Size (SF): 23,409 SF 
Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C- 130 

Current Use: Classified AirbomdSurface org use 
IIA.A.2 Size (SF): 38,340 SF 
II.4.A.3-4 Largest aircraft the hanger/ nose dock can COMPLETELY enclose: C-130 

II.4.A.S 
II.4.A.6 

5. Unique Facilities 
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II.5.A Unique (one-of-a-kind) Air Force facilitaties which must be replaced if the base is closed: 

A.1 Name or type of facility 
6th Army Ranger Tmg Battalion 

A.2 Total 
square footage 

150,260 SF 
9,217 SF 

Installation Security Systems Facility (BISS) evaluates base and 
installation security systems against a wide range of threat 
scenarios in a relistic operational environment. 
CAT CODES: 319-995,310-915,310-926,315-237,821-117. 
Tests large articles with engines operating in environments 
ranging from -65 to +I65 degrees F with 60 knot winds, clouds, 
salt spray, sand, dust, solar radiation, rean, and snow. 
Computer Services 
CAT CODES: 317-316,312-477,371-484,315-237,315-236. 
Electromagnetic Test Environment Complex (EMTJ3) supports 
developmental and operational agencies in the open air test and 
evaluation of electronic equipment against hostile defense systems. 

A 3  Category 
code 
171-621 
BELOW 

[climatic Laboratory 1159,381 SF \BELOW 

A.4 Present use 
Training 
CAT CODES: 730-838,319-995,442-75,149-968. Base and 

Computer Services Center 113,779SF 
23,000 SF 

310-916 
BELOW 
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l~uze Test Facility 127,202 SF /BELOW 

GWEF -- 194,671 SF 13 15-237 

( ~ u n  Test Facility 120,303 SF 1315-237 

l ~ e l ~ m  Test Facility 11 2,943 SF /BELOW 

engineering services tests. 
Guided Weapons Evaluation Facility. Provides 
simulation test support for developing precision-guided weapon - - 
technology. 
Conducts ground tests of gun and ammunition performance; 
development of boresighting procedures; depleted uranium 
projectile tests; annor plate penetration, projectile and fuze 
characteristics; and internal external , and terminal ballistics tests. 
CAT CODES: 317-316,315-237,315-236. Facility is a unique 
combination of remotely controlled instrumentation, data 
acquisition and control systems to support missile and 
electroopticall guided wdapon testing. 
CAT CODES: 171-471,319-995,315-237.149-968. Used to 
conduct small scale explosive test to evaluate the explosive train, 
fuel air explosion, incendiary projectile experiments, plate 
penetration, projectile fuze arming distance, and more. 

EOD School 

Preflight Integration of Munition and Electronic Systems Facility. 
Consists a fighter sized anechoic chamber test facility and 6 
shielded labs orovidine secure, realistic testing in a controlled 

lI3igh Explosive Test Area 19,044 SF  BEL LO w 

[sled Track Facility 110,557 SF \BELOW 

II.6.A Percent current off base incompatible land use: 

Number Area 

164,166 SF 
82,374 SF 

" 
environment io support dynamic flight sirnul&on. 

CAT CODES: 3 19-951,315-237,3 19-995. Dual 2000 fi track is 
used to accurately deliver munitions vs realistic targets of various 

[space Surveillance Complex 1192,241 SF 11 41 -454 

I 

11.6.A.1 0 318 0.0 Gen Compat 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

0 207 0.0 Gen Compat 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 

171-621 
315-237 

sizes, shapes, and densities. 
Used to track objects in eartb orbit. 

- 
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Percent future off base incompatible land use: 

o 345 o Gen Cornpat 0.0 0.01 0.01 7-1 1,375 352 40 Sia lncorn~at 35.0 5.01 10.0( 24.0 26.0 - - -  - 

30 APZ 1 0 345 0 Gen Cornpat 0.0 0.0 0.0 99.0 0.0 1 .o 
1 APZ 2 0 482 0 Gen Cornpat 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 
12 APZ 2 0 482 0 Gen Corntat 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 - - 

859 482 20 Sig Incornpat 42.0 3 .O --- 
0 482 0 Gen Cornpat 0.0 0.0 0.0 5.0-q113q 
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Current AICUZ study's flying activities subsection does not reflect all currently assigned aircraft 

Eglin A-FB - AFMC 

Subsection does Not reflect the number of daily flying operations conducted by all assigned aircraft 

65-70 

70-75 

75-80 

80+ 

Current AICUZ study's night track figurehap does Not reflect current flight tracks. 

Explaination of areas where the current AICUZ study does not reflect the current situation: 

The most recent, publicly released AICUZ study is dated Dec 77 

1.641 

1.982 

1,105 

362 

The Final Draft 1993 (to be retitled as 1994) Eglin AFB AICUZ is now before the Eglin Encroachment Committee. Following this 
coordination, public release is anticipated for Summer 1994. 

The AICUZ study was last updated on Aug 94 

5,471 

3,354 
1,562 

599 

The study is no longer valid. Milestones for updateing the study: 

The Final Draft 1993 (to be retitled as 1994) Eglin AFB AICUZ is now before the eglin Encroachment Committee. Following this 
coordination, public release is anticipated for Summer 1994. 

4 

8 

7 

6 

Local governments have incorporated AICUZ recommendations into land use controls 

AICUZ recommended height restrictions. 

Gen Compat 

lncompat 

lncompat 

lncompat 

Government name: Types of controls in place Types of encroachment limited: 
Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 
and Building Codes 

5.0 
20.0 

6.0 
5 -0 

Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 
and Building Codes 

Okaloosa County i- 
I .  

Assessment of significant development (i.e., residential subdivision, shopping mall, or center, industrial park, etc.) existing or 
anticipated within any of the 7 AICUZ zones. 

1 .O 
2.0 

1 .O 
1 .O 

Federal Aviation Regulation (FAR) Part 77 
and Building Codes 

No significant development currently exists in any AICUZ zone. 
No significant development is projected for any AICUZ zone. 

No long range (20 year) development trends in the 7 AICUZ zones are evident 

0.0 
5.0 

1 .O 
2.0 
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II.6.H Population figures and projections: 

II.6.H.1 Communities in the vicinity of the installation. 
Community Name Ilss0 Pop 11970 Pop \1980 Pop 11990 POD 12000 POD 

Niceville 

Mary Esther 
Ft Walton Beach 
Destin 
Cinw Bayou 

II.6 J All existing on base facilities are sited in accordance with AICUZ recommendations. 

. ~ -  

I -- I I I 
--- - .- 

I 

II.6.H.3 County (ies) encompassing the installation. 

AII planned on base facilities will be sited in accordance with AICUZ recommendations. 

4517 

780 
12147 , 01 1536 

6431 362 

Air Space Encroachment 

Community Name 
Fsa -- 

II.6.K Noise complaints are received from off base residents. 

4155 
3192 

1 9994 

3672 
202 

II.6.I All clear zone acquisition has been completed. 

1Q60 Pop 
61175 

IId.K.1 12.0 noise complaints per month (average) are received from off base residents. 

- - 

86441 10000 
3881 515 

1990 Pop ~2000 Pop 
1545121 206400 

1970 Pop 

88187 

I1.6.L The base has implemented noise abatement procedures as follows: 

8543 

3530 

20829 

1980 Pop 
109920 

II.6.L.1 Self-imposed noise abatement procedures include: quiet hours for flight and engine maintenance; reduced power settings on take-off 
and rapid climb to altitude consistent with safety; avoidance of populated area; minimum altitudes; etc. 

- .  
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Section 111 

1. Contingency and Deployment Requirements 
Full mobilization, 24 hour capability assumed. 

JII.l.A.1 3 C-141 equivalent aircraft can be loaded or unloaded at one time. 
Based on existing load crews, marshalling yards, build up areas, concurrent servicing, and material handling 
equipment (MHE). Assumes a 13-pallet load, a 2 hr, 15 min ground time. 

III.l.A.1.a The limiting factor is MHE 

III.l.A.1.b Current MHE: 3 K-Loaders, 1 Wide Body Loaders, 74 Forklifts, ''0" 9 ton trucks, 16 Tugs, 60 Bobtails 

III.l.A.2 13 C-141 equivalent aircraft can be refueled at one time. 

Based on a 100,000 Ib (15,625 gal) fuel load for each aircraft, use of existing personnel, equipment, and facilities. 
Assumes 2 hr, 15 min ground time. 

m . 1 ~  The base can land, taxi, park, and refuel widebody aircraft as follows: 
Aircrd Wid CapaMIies: Remarks: 
1 can= 1 cantaxil c an park1 can- 

1 
/Cantom! I Caniaxll Can park/ Canrefuel/ 

m.1.~ The base has an operational fuel hydrant system: 

III.l.C.1 The fuel hydrant system is available to transient aircraft. 

1 . 2  18 hydrant pits are operational. 

III.l.C.3 4 fuel storage tanks support the operational fuel hydrant system: 

Description of base fuel hydrant system: 

15-Feb-95 UNCLASSIFIED 111.54 

Total 
Pumping 
Rate (GPM): 
2400 

Number of 
Laterals: 
5 

Nomber of 
Usable 
Refueling 
Positions: 
18 

Number of SIMULTANEOUS 
aircraft refuelings of 
Narrow 
7 
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III.l.C.4 The hydrant system is 1.0 miles from the bulk storage area. 

III.l.C.5 4 pits are certified for hot pit operations. 

III.1.D The base bulk storage facility is Not serviced by a pipeline. 

III.l.D.3 No l i i tat ion on the max NI quantity. 

Based on normal requirements in the Fuel Logistics Area Summary(nAS) or Inventory Management Plan (IMP). 
Storage for others is excluded. 

III.l.D.4 Other receipt modes available: Tank TrucWinter coastal barge 

Number of offload headers: 10 

10 tank trucks can be simultaneously of£loaded 

Tank cars can Not be oflloaded. 

JII.l.D.5 10 refileling unit dillstands are available. 

III.1.D.S.a 10 refuelen can be mled simultaneously. 

IU.l.D.6 Current despensing capabilities as defined in AFR 144-1 sustained: 2000000 
maximum: 2.400000 

III.l.D.7 The base is Not d i i t l y  supported by an intermediate Defense Fuels Supply Point, 

- - .  

Square footage available (including physical capacity limit): 1439820 (43982 1 
m.13 Cat 1.1 and 13 munitions storage requirements and capacity. 
III.l.E.1 Maximum NET EXPLOSIVE WEIGHT (NEW) storage capacity: 

- - -  - - - 
IU.lB.2 Normal installation mission storage requirement: 

IU.1.F The base has a dedicated hot cargo pad. 

III.l.F.l Access to the hot cargo pad is not limited. 

Cat 1.1 
2161825 
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III.l.F.2 The size of the hot cargo pad is 490,849 sq feet. 

III.l.F.3 The sited explosive capacity of the hot cargo pad is 25,000 

m.l.F.4 The hot pad access is taxi-onltaxi-off. 

III.l.F.5 The taxiway servicing the hot pad is 75 ft wide and has a pavement classification number (PCN) of 36. 

III.l.F.6 Aircraft using pad over the last 5 years: 

(2-130, C-5, C-160, VC-10. DC9, B707, DCIO, DC8, L188, C-135, C-141, A320, F-15, F-16, F-11 1, B52, and British Tornado. 

III.1.G Proximity (within 150 NM) to mobilization elements. 

III.l.G.l The base is proximate to a ground force installation. 

Active ground force installations within 150 NM: 
EAMP SHELBY 1 A? NMI 

III.l.G.2 The base is proximate to a railhead. 

FORT RUCKER 

Railheads within 150 NM: 
7 

A .- *.-.a 
136 NM 
63 NM 

Alhany - Acree 
- Fort Benning 

Gulfport - NCBC 

- - - - - - 

The base is proximate to a port. 

145 NM 
137 NM 
133 NM 

Mobile 
Panama City - Lynn Haven 
Waterford - Daleville 

79 NM 
49 NM 
65 NM 

III.1.1 The base has a dedicated deployment facility capable of handling DoD standardized cargo pallets. 

Deep water ports within 150 NM: 

m.1 J The base medical treatment facility routinely receives referral uatients. 

Gulfport 
Mobile 

133 NM 
77 NM 

III.1.K No militmy medical facility in the catchment area (40 mile radius) have been designated for closure or realignment. I 

III.1.H The base has a dedicated passenger terminal. 

III.1 J.l 

-- 
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Unique missions performed by the base medical facility: 

See Attached. 

Unique medical missions include aeromedical staging facilities, environmental health laboratories, area dental laboratories, 
physiological training units, wartime taskings, 

Base medical facilities project planned to begin before to 1999: 

See Attached 

Facilities projects include military consruction program (MCP) or Operations and Maintenence (O&M) alterations. 

The project has been approved. 

Major MCP completed since 1989: 

FY 91 - Construct Hurlburt Field Clinic at a cost of $4.5 million, completed in CY 92. 

Base facilities have a total excess storage capacity of 30,000 sq ft. 
Base facilities have a total covered storage capacity of 423,660 sq ft. 

Breakout of the total covered storage capacity: 

Supply (warehousing, Individual Equipment 
Unit, Tool Issue, Base Service Store): 
Mobility storage: 
War Readiness Support Kits (WRSK) storage: 

774 light military vehicles are on base. 

693 heavy military and special vehicles are on base. 
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I FY 91 Total / FY92Total I FY93Total I I 6 6  
Diiect I Reimbursable ( 

1,129.00 $SK I 0.00 $sK I 1 1,129.00 $SKI 
xxx56 TOTALS: 

FY 91 Total 

App-riation 1 Direct 1 Reimbursable 
3400 1 7,268.00 $sK 1 5,108.00 $sK 

d 6  TOTALS: 
Communications FY 91 Total FY 92 Total 
. Appropriation Direct I Reimbursable 
3400 300.00$ I 

T 

Appropriation 1 Direct Reimbursable I 

IV.1.G MFH 
FY-91 

FY 92 Total 

3400 I 11,041.00 $sK 

- - 

I~ilitary Family Housing , 1 FY 91 Total I F'Y92Total I FY93 Total 1 FY 94Total 

FY 93 Total 

6,129.00 $SK I [17,170.00$s~I 7 

Appopriation Direct I Reimbursable 1 

Appropriation 
3400 
A~propriation 

,3400 6,968.00 $sK 1 302.00 $sK 1 7,270.00 $sK I 
- - 1 __iI 

Appropriation 
3400 

Appropriation I Direct I Reimbursable I 
3400 1 7,376.00 $sK 1 325.00 $sK I 1 I 7,701.00 $SKI 

A~propriation 

Direct 
7,503.00 $sK 

Direct 

MFH TOTALS: 1 7,270.00 $sK I 7,803.00 $sKlT,793.00 $SKI 7,701.00 $SKI 

1 Direct 
1 7,503.00 $sK 

2. Relocation Costs 
N.2 -Large, unusual items integral to the unit mission, but which cannot be moved as regular freight: 

322.00 $sK I 8,793.00 $SKI 7 3400 
I Direct I 

Reimbursable 
300.00 $sK 

Reimbursable 

- 
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8,471.00 $sK 

1 7.803.00 $SKI 7 - 1  
Reimbursable 

300.00 $sK 

3400 

1 7.803.00 $SKI 7 - 1  
Reimbursahle 

1 8,471.00 $sK ( 

I 
322.00 $sK I 1 8,793.00 $sK I I 
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Total relocation costs: $228,460.13 K 
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Section NN Level Playingfield COBRA Data 

One time closure costs: 1,805$sM 

Twenty year Net Present Value 427$sM 

Steady state savings 117SsM per year 

Manpower savings associated with closure 2,138 

Return on Investment (years): 21 
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Section VI Economic Impact 
Economic Area Statistics: 

Fort Walton Beach, FL MSA 
Total population: 153,000 (F'Y 92) 
Total employment: 86,772 (FY 93) 

Unemployment Rates (FY93/3 Year Averageno Year Average) 

Average annual job growth: 1,661 

Average annual per capita income: $17,656 

Average annual increase in per capita income: $5.7% 

Projected economic impact: 

Direct Job Loss: 13,778 

Indirect Job Loss: 8308 

Closure Impact: 22,086 ( 25.5 % of employment total) 

Other BRAC Losses: 0 

Cumulative Impact: 22,086 ( 25.5 % of employment total) 

-- 
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Section VII 

1. Community Infrastructure 

Describe the off-base housing situation. 

VII.l.A.1 Off-base housing is affordable 

W.l.A.2 Units are available for families 

W.l.A.2 Units are available for single members. 

VII.l.A.3 9.5 Percent of off-base housing was rated as unsuitable in the latest VHA survey 
W.l.A.4 Median monthly cost of off-base housing based on latest VHA survey: $689 

Describe the transportation systems. 

M.1.B.1 The base is NOT served by REGULARLY SCHEDULED, public transportation. 

W.11.2 Distance to the nearest municipal airport with scheduled, commercial air traffic: 5 miles 

VII.l.B.2 Airport name: Okaloosa County Anport 

W.l.B.3 Number of commercial air carriers available at the airport: 4 

VII.l.B.4 Average round trip commuting time to work: 38 minutes 

Off-base public recreation facilities: 

l ~ i s t  ONLY THE NEAREST facility for each subcategorv. 1 
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I - - - I 

Facility Subcategory Type Name of Nearest Faclllty Dlstance to: Drive Tlme 

W.l.C.1 
~ . 1 . ~ . 2  
~ ~ 1 . ~ 3  
VII.l.C.4 
W.l.C.5 
W.l.C.6 
VII.l.C.7 
VII.l.C.8 
VII.l.C.9 
v11.1.c.10 
W.l.C.11 

?"'rnming pool 
Movie theater 
Public golf course 
BOd1n9 lane 
Boating 
Fishing 
zoo 
Aquadurn 
F a m f l ~  theme Wrfc 
Professional sports 
.solleglate Sports 

Playground Area YMCA 
Picture Show 
Ft Walton Beach Municipal 
Playground Bowling Center 
A-1 Charter Service 
Okaloosa Island Pier 
The Zoo 25 
Gulfarium 15 
Big Kahuna 
New Orleans Superdome 260 
Okaloosa WaRon Community College 
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Gannon Park 
Ft Walton Beach 
Gatlinberg TN Ski Resort 

W.l.D Nearest Shopping facility (two major anchor stores plus smaller retail outlets): 

Santa Rosa Mall 20 min (1 5 Miles) 
W.l.E Nearest Metropolitan center (population in excess of 100,000): 

Pensacola IT 1 hrs 0 min (45 Miles) 

Local area crime rate: 

W.l.F.1 Violent crime rate (per 100,000) in the local area: (Note: The most current annual FBI Statistics Report used as the 
source document. Violent crime is defined as the sum of homicide, rape, robbery, felony assault, and simple assault.) 391 

W.l.F.2 Property crime rate (per 100,000) in the local area: (Note: The most current annual FBI Statistics Report used as the 
source document. Property crime is defined as the sum of auto theft, burglary, theft, and arson.) 3389 

2. Education 

W.2.A The highest maximum allowed pupil to teacher classroom ratio, based on grades K - 12 and using local area ratios: 28 to1 

W.2.B Local high schools offer a four-year English program. 

W.2.B Local high schools offer a four-year Math program. 

W.2.B Local high schools offer four-year Foreign Language programs. 

W.2.C Local high schools offer an Honors program. 

W.2.D 67.7 percent of high school students go on to either a two- or four-year college 

VII.2.E There are opportunities for off-base education within 25 miles of the base. 

W.2.E.1 Opportunities for off-base VOCATIONAUIECHNICAL TRAINING provided by the following institutions: 

W.2.E.2 Opportunities for off-base UNDERGRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the following institutions: 

W.2.E.3 Opportunities for off-base GRADUATE COLLEGE provided by the following institutions: 

3. Spousal Employment 

W.3.A 37.0 percent of spouses are able to find employment (within 3 months) in the local community. 

W.3.B 12.0 percent of spouses find employment commensurate with job skills, work experience, and education. 
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W A C  6.2 percent unemployment in the local area (Department of Labor Statistics) 
W 3 . D  4.8 percentage rate of job growth in the local area (Department of Labor Stastics) 

4. Local Medical Care 

W.4.A Current ratio of active, non-federal physicians in the community: 4.7 physicians/ 1000 people 

W.4.B Current ratio of hospital beds in the community: 9.4 beds11 000 people 
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Section VIII 
1. Air Quality - Clean Air Act 

VIII.1.A Air Quality Management District for the base: Northwest Florida Disaict 

VIII.1.B The base is NOT located within a maintenance or non-attainment area for pollutants. 

WI.1.C There are NO critical air quality regions within 100 kilometers of the base 

(Critical air quality regions are non-attainment areas, national parks, etc.) 

VIII.l.D On- or off-base activities have NOT been restricted or delayed due to air quality considerations. 

(Restrictions or delays may be imposed by a Metropolitan Planning Organization or similar organization and include restrictions to 
construction permits, restrictions to industrial facilities operating hours, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) rush hour procedures, etc.) 

VIII.l.D.1 The base has NOT been required to impliment emissions reduction through special actions 

(i-e. carpooling or emissions credit transfer) 

VIII.133 Restrictions placed on operations by state or local air quality regulatory agencies: 

VIII.E.1 Aerospace Ground Equipment (AGE): 

E.1.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts the operation of portable internal combustion engine equipment, 
to include AGE. 

E.1.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires pennits for such units. 
E.1.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires the base to modify the hours of operation of the AGE. 
E.1.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires retrofit controls for AGE. 

VIII.E.2 Infrastructure Maintenance / Public Works 

E.2.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionnaly exempts small activities or engines used for infrastructure maintenance 
(i.e., sewer cleaning, wood chipping, road repair, etc.). 

E.2.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the hours of these activities. 

E.2.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of equipment used to support these activities. 

E.2.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets for these activities. 

- 
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VIII.E.3 Open BurnIOpen Detonation 

E3.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits open burn / open detonation (OBIOD) or training 
E3.b No stare or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts OBIOD operations or training. 
E.3.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the number of detonations to keep an exemption. 
E3.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic emission testing. 

VIJI.E.4 Fire Training 
E.4.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Specifies requirements which exceed the fm training and/or controlled burn requirements for local 

public fue agencies where fm training activities that produce smoke are regulated or conditionally exempted. 
E.4.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits fue training activities that produce smoke. 

VIIX.E.5 Signal Flares 
E.5 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits the use of signal flares for search and rescue training or operations. 

VIJI.E.6 Emergency Generators 
E.6.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts emergency operation of generators or engines. 
E.6.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the hours of emergency operation of generators. 

E.6.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis or emission testing of emergenct generators. 
E.6.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires an air quality operating permit if the emergency operation of the generators exceeds an 

exemption threshold. 
E.6.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires emission offsets. 

VIII.E.7 Short-term Activities 
E.7.a No state or local air quality regulatory agency Regulates or conditionally exempts short-term (12 months or less) activities (i.e., air shows, 

exercises, construction, or emergency actions). 
E.7.b No state or local air quality regulatory agency Limits the operation for short-term activities. 
E.7.c No state or local air quality regulatory agency Requires periodic fuel analysis, emission testing, or emission offsets. 
E.7.d No state or local air quality regulatory agency Prohibits any short-term activities. 

VIII.E.8 Monitoring 
E.8 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Has continious emissions monitoring requirements for sources at. the base which exceed the Federal 

New Source Performance Standards requirements. 
VIII.E.9 BACT/LAER 

E.9 No state or local air quality regulatory agency Has B A C T W R  emissions thresholds (excluding lead) that exceed the Federal Clean Air Act 
requirements. 

2. Water - Potable 

W 3 . A  The base potable water supply is On-base and the source is: 
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Upper Floridan Aquifer 

VIII.2.B There are no constraints to the base water supply. 

VIII.2.C The base potable water supply does not constrain operations 

(Contarnininants or lack of water supply may restrict construction activities or operations through: facility siting options, well usage, 
construction, etc.) 

3. Water - Ground Water 

VIII3.A Base or local community groundwater is contaminated. 

VIII3.A.1 Nature of contamination. Shallow aquifer is not used for drinking water. Mostly fuels and solvents. 

VIII3.A.2 The contaminated groundwater is Not a potable water source. 

MII3.B The base is actively involved in groundwater remediation activities. 

VIII3.C 88 water wells exist at the base. 

W A D  No wells have been abandoned. 

4. Water - Surface Water 
VIII.4.A The following perennial bodies of water am located on base. 

- - -  

(surface area size 
11.000.00 Acres 

~~hoctawatcbee Bav. East Bav. Santa Rosa Sound 1 1.000.00 Acres I 
I~ellow, East, Shoal Rivers 11,000.00 Acres ] 

VIII.4.A.2 These bodies receive water runoff or treated wastewater discharge from the base. 

VIII.4.A.3 The base is located within a specified drainage basin. 

The base is involved in cooperative agreementsregarding surface water quality 

Agreements concern restoration and protection of water quality and associated living resources (e.g., Chesapeke Bay Program)? 

VIII.4.B Special permits are required as follows: 

Required only when jurisdictional wetlands are affected. 
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(Special permits may required to conduct trainingloperations, or for construction projects on or near bodies of water) 

W1.4.C There is known contamination to the base or local community surface water 

VIIIA.C.1 Nature of the contamination: Cyanide release at one stormwater discharge point. Problem solved, discharge has been 
discontinued. 

MIIA.C.2 The contaminated surface water is Not a potable water source. 

5. Wastewater 
VIII3.A Base wastewater is treated by On-Base facilities. 

Vm.5.B The following 5 wastewater treatment facilities (industriddomestic) are located on-base: 

Duke Field ''FLD" 3 (0.125 MGD) 
Main Base (1.0 MGD) 

anger Camp ' R D  6" (0.072 MGD) 

W1.5.C There are No discharge violations or outstanding open enforcement actions pending. 

6. Discharge Points 1 Impoundments 
Vm.6.A There m y  No National Pollutant Elimination System permits in effect. 

VIII.6.B The base currently discharges treated wastewater ON-Base. Description of treated wastewater discharge location: 

All treated effluent is applied to permitted land areas on base via spray irrigation. 

WI.6.C The base has No discharge impoundments. 

VIII.6.D There are no discharge violations or  outstanding discharge open enforcement actions pending. 

7. HAZARDOUS MATERIALS - Asbestos 

VIII.7.A 100.0 wrcent of facilities have been surveyed for asbestos. 
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VIII.7.A.l 45.0 percent of the facilities surveyed are identified as having asbestos. 

VIII.7.A.2 1 facilities are consided regulated areas or have restricted use due to £i-iable asbestos 
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8. Biological - Habitat 

VIII.8.A Ecological or wildlife management areas ON the base: Ecological or wildlife management areas ADJACENT TO the 
base: 

Entire base is a State of Florida Type Il Wildlife Management Area The barrier island is on and adjacent to the base and is an important & 
significant ecological area. 

VIII.S.A.1 Natuml areas on or adjacent to the base are generally recognized as important ecological sites. 

Barrier Island. 
Sandhill ecosystem. 
Steephead areas. 

Wetlands (Seepage Bogs and Cypress Domes). 

MI.8.B The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Semce has identified criticaYsensitive habitats on base. 

Okaloosa Darter streams. 

MI.8.C The base has a cooperative agreement for conducting a hunting and fishing program. 

Cooperative agreements are between the base with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the State EFsh and Game Department. 
VIII.8.D The presence of these resources constrains CURRENT construction activities/operations: 

The presence of these resources constrains FUTURE construction activitiesfoperations: 

To some degree. Activities requiring clearing of large areas of Longleaf Pine Sandhills would negatively impact conservation of the Red- 
Cockaded Woodpecker. Eastern Indigo Snake & Gofer Tortoise. Present mission compatible with conservation of resources 

9. Biological - Threatened and Endangered Species 
VIII.9.A Threatened andlor endangered species identified on the base: 

ti300 Frw I~nimallFedera /Candidate l~hreatened IAlso State S~ecies of S~ecial Concern 1 
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VIII.9.B Special Concen species identified on the base: 

VIII.9.C The presence of these species constrains current or future construction activities or operations as follows: 

See addendum for details. No impact is present on the current mission but threatened and endangered species can be a constraint on future 
missions. 

10. Biological - Wetlands 

MI.1O.A Wetlands, estuaries, or other special aquatic features present on the base: 

WI.lO.A.l Identification and type of wetland: 
< _ _  - _  ---- _ - _- _ _ _ _-- - -- - -- Approximate acreage: 

I- 7 

IA variety of Wetlands. Cannot be broken down at this time. I 
MII.lO.A.2 The base is involved in jointly-managed programs for protection of these resources. 

VIII.1O.B The base has Not been surveyed for wetlands in accordance with established federally approved guidelines. 

VIII.1O.C Part of the base is located in a 100-year floodplain. 

VIII.1O.D The presence of these resources constrains current or future construction activities or operations as follows: 

No current missions are precluded by wetland considerations. Wetlands and Floodplains are both taken into consideration in all project siting and 
the environmental impact analysis process. See addendum. 

11. Biological - Floodplains 

MI.11.A Floodplains are present on the base. 
- 
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VIII.ll.A.1 Floodplains do Not constrain construction (siting) activities or operations. 

WI.11.A.2 Periodic flooding does Not constrain base operations. 

12. Cultural 
VIII.12.A Historic,prehistoric, archaeological sites or other cultural resources located on the base: 

MI.12.A.1 Sites: Significant status: 
mf Eglin Reservation 1691 Archeological sites, 6 1 significant, 148 potentially sigtuficant 

VIII.12.B 5 percent of the buildings on base are over 50 years old. 
' 

VIII.12.C No Kistoric LandmarMDistricts, or NRHP properties are located on base. 

WI.12.C.1 Some properties have been determined to be or may be eligible for the NRHP. 

VIU12.C.2 Buildings and structures have not been surveyed for Cold War or other historical significance. 

MI.12.D The base has been archeologically surveyed. 

VIU12.D.l 13 percent of the base has been surveyed. 

MI.12.D.2 Archeological sites have been found. 

WII.12.D.3 Archeological collections are housed on base. 

VIII.12.D.4 Native Americans or others usddentified sacred areas or burial sites on or near base: 

Mound 80K174 
Mound 8WL13 
Mound 8WL14 

VIII.12.E The base has no agreements with historic preservation agencies. 

Agreements include Programmatic Agreements and Memorandum of Agreements. 
Historical preservation agencies include State Historical Preservation Officer or the Advisory Council on Historic 

Preservation. 
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13. Environmental Cleanup - Installation Restoration Program (IRP) and Comprehensive Environmental Response, 

Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) 

VIII.13.A A preliminary assessment of the installation has been performed. 

WI.13.A.1 53 IRP sites have been identified 

VIII.13.A.2 No IRP sites extend off base. 

VIII.13.A.3 All on-site remediation is estimated to be in place in 2006 

VIII.13.B The installation is Not a National Priority List (NPL) site nor proposed as an NPL site. 

VIII.13.C Federal Facility Agreements to clean up the base are in place. 

Federal Facility Agreements include Interagency Agreements, Administrative Orders of Consent, and other agreements. 

VJII.13.D There are no known uncontrolled or unregulated occurrences of specific contaminate types or sources. 

Contaminate types and sources include landfills, medical wastes, radioactive wastes, etc. 

WI.13.E There are sites or SWMUs currently being investigated and remediated pursuant to RCRA corrective action. 

SWMU - Solid Waste Management Units 
RCRA - Resource Conservation and Recovery Act 

VIII.13.E.l 43 sites are Wig investigated and remediated. 

VIII.13.F The IRP does Not currently restrict construction (siting) activitiesloperations on-base. 

14. Compliance / IRP Costs ($000) 
Expenditure Category Current FY FY + 1 F Y + 2  FY+3 M + 4  

15. Other Issues 
VIII.15.A Description of other activities which may constrain or enhance base operations: 

LOCAL: See addendum. 

STATE: See addendum. 

FEDERAL: See addendum. 

-16.Air  Qualitv - Clean Air Art - 
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VIII.16.A Air Oualitv Control Area (AOCA) eeoma~hic region in which the base is located: 
Northwest Florida District 

VIII.16.B Air quality regulatory agency responsible for the AQCA:. Florida Department of Environmental Protection 

VIII.16.B Name and phone number of the AQCA program manager for issues pertaining to the base: 

Edwin Middleswart (904)444-8300 

The EPA has designated the AQCA (or the specific portion of the AQCA containing the base) to be: 

VIII.16.C.1 In Attainment for Ozone WI.16.C.2 In Attainment for Carbon Monoxide 

W1.16.C.3 In Attainment for Particulate matter (PM-10) VIII.16.C.4 In Attainment for Sulfur Dioxide 

VIII.16.C.5 In Attainment for Nitrogen Dioxide (Not NOx) VIII.16.C.6 In Attainment for Lead 

VII1.16.C.7 The EPA has Not proposed that any AQCA pollutant in ATTAINMENT be listed as NONATTAINMENT 

VII1.16.D.l Ozone daily maximum hourly design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 0.00 ppm 

WI.16.D.2 Carbon monoxide 8 hour design value for the portion of the AQCA in which the base is located: 0.0 ppm 

VIII;16.D.3 Ozone Design value is 0.0% of NAAQS 

VIII.16.D.4 Carbon monoxide Design value is 0.0% of NAAQS 

Aii Quality Survey complete, No additional data required. 

-- - -- - 
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Section IX 
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